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APPENDIX 

Report by the Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations Majority and Mi- 
nority Staff entitled “JPMorgan Chase Whale Trades: A Case History of 
Derivatives Risks and Abuses,” March 15, 2013 150 


EXHIBIT LIST 


1. a. Growth of Synthetic Credit Portfolio, chart prepared by the Permanent 

Subcommittee on Investigations 511 

b. Synthetic Credit Portfolio Daily Profits and Losses, chart prepared 

by the Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations 512 

c. Synthetic Credit Portfolio Aggregate Profits and Losses, chart prepared 

by the Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations 513 

d. Synthetic Credit Portfolio Risk Limit Breaches, chart prepared by the 

Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations 514 

e. Value-at-Risk for the CIO (lOQ VaR), chart prepared by the Perma- 
nent Subcommitteeon Investigations 515 

f. Inaccurate Public Statements on April 13, 2012, chart prepared by 

the Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations 516 

g. Synthetic Credit Portfolio Internal Profits and Loss Reports, January- 

May 2012, chart prepared by the Permanent Subcommittee on Inves- 
tigations 517 

h. 2011 CIO Compensation vs. Investment Bank Comparables, chart pre- 
pared by the Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations 518 

i. Timeline: Key Events in JPMorgan Chase Whale Trades, chart pre- 
pared by the Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations 519 

2. JPMorgan Chase presentation slides. Chief Investment Office — Organiza- 
tion, April 2012. [JPM-CIO-PSI 0001875-876, 879-880, 885] 522 


Documents Related to Inereasing Risk: 

3. Testimony of Jamie Dimon, Chairman & CEO of JPMorgan Chase & 
Co., before the Senate Committee on Banking, Housing and Urban Af- 
fairs, June 13, 2012 (This strategy, however, ended up creating a portfolio 
that was larger and ultimately resulted in even more complex and hard- 
to-manage risks. This portfolio morphed into something that, rather than 


protect the Firm, created new and potentially larger risks.) 527 

4. JPMorgan Chase/OCC internal email, dated July 2012, re: CIO: Response 

to Regulator Requests on NBIA, Risk Tolerance and Follow-up VaR model 
questions, attaching Chief Investment Office New Business Initiative Ap- 
proval Executive Summary. [OCC-SPI-00081611 and Excerpt of OCC- 
SPI-00081631] 531 

5. JPMorgan Chase & Co. Audit Department Report, CIO Global Credit 
Trading (Chief Investment Office (CIO) credit trading activities com- 
menced in 2006 and are proprietary position strategies executed on credit 

and asset backed indices.). [JPM-CIO-PSI-H 0006022-023] 553 

6. JPMorgan Chase Summary of Positions (01/03/2011 — $4 billion; 12/30/ 

2011—151 billion; 03/30/2012— $157 billion). [JPM-CIO-PSI 0037609] 555 

7. JPMorgan Chase internal emails, dated January 2012, re: International 

Credit Consolidated P&L 09 Jan-2012 (Let’s review the unwind plan 
to maximize p 1. We may have a tad more room on rwa. Pis schedule 
asap.). [JPM-CIO-PSI 0000075-078] 556 

8. JPMorgan Chase internal emails, dated January 2012, re: Meeting mate- 

rials for 11am meeting attaching J.P. Morgan Core Credit Book High- 
lights, January 2012. (As of COB 16th January 2012 the CIO calculated 
Core Credit Book RWA was USD20.9bln; This compares to average 
USD40.3bln RWA for December 2011 provided by QR). [JPM-CIO-PSI 
0000098-101] 560 

9. JPMorgan Chase internal email, dated January 2012, re: Credit book 

Decision Table — Scenario clarification (The fourth scenario is our Target 
scenario and the one we are hoping to implement again by midyear.). 
[JPM-CIO-PSI 0000105-106] 564 

10. JPMorgan Chase internal email, dated January 2012, re: credit book 
last version, attaching J.P.Morgan Core Credit Book Highlights, January 
2012. (The trade that makes sense.). [JPM-CIO-PSI 0000159-173] 566 
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11. JPMorgan Chase internal emails, dated January 2012, re: update on 

core credit book (the only one I see is to stay as we are and let the 
book simply die. That we should take some hits because the markets 
might create noise in the P&L is a certain reality. Yet, the eontrol of 
the drawdown now is generating issues that make the book only bigger 
than notional.). [JPM-CIO-PSI 0001223] 581 

12. JPMorgan Chase internal email, dated January 2012, re: update on core 
credit book (. . . nationals become scary and upside is limited unless 
we have really unexpected scenarios. In the meantime, we face larger 
and larger drawdown pressure versus the risk due to notional increases. 

Please let me know the course of action I should take here.). [JPM- 


CIO-PSI 0001766] 582 

13. JPMorgan Chase internal email, dated January 2012, re: hello, quiek 


but on realistic level. * * * I went I to ISMG and advised that we 
set the book for long risk carry the time for us to see whether we really 
need to fight in mars.). [JPM-CIO-PSI 0001229] 583 

14. JPMorgan Chase internal emails, dated January 2012, re: Core book 

p&l drawdown and main exposures (The current strategy doesn’t seem 
to work-out. . . . the book doesn’t behave as intended.). [JPM-CIO-PSI 
0000221-223] 584 

15. JPMorgan Chase internal email, dated March 2012, re: priorities (If we 

need to [ajctually reduce the book, we will not be able to defend our 
positions. ... We need to win on the methodology and then the diver- 
sification.). [JPM-CIO-PSI 0001219] 587 

16. a. JPMorgan Chase internal email, dated March 2012 re: CIO Core Cred- 

it P&L Predict [20 Mar]: -$39,686k (dly) -$275,424k (ytd). (. . . the 
lag in P&L is material ($600S00M).). [JPM-CIO-PSI 0016487-489] ... 588 
b. JPMorgan Chase internal email, dated March 2012 re: International 
Credit Consolidated P&L 20-Mar-2012 (. . . the lag in P&L is mate- 
rial ($600-800M).). [JPM-CIO-PSI 0019474-486] 591 


17. JPMorgan Chase Transcript of Call, March 2012, between Martin-Artajo 
and Iksil, (. . . that’s why I tried sending this P&L I sent also the 
comments it came from Julien but I wrote it, where I said OK you 
know we take this loss, we are maintaining long risk where we have 
to be, the rally is on IG but guess what you know it’s lagging so much 
that actually we have to show loss, and I explained that this is a lag 


that keeps going, that amounts to a potential of 800 bucks. . . .). [JPM- 
CIO-PSI-H 0006392-400] 594 

18. JPMorgan Chase internal email, dated March 2012 re: CIO Core Credit 

P&L Predict [22 Mar]: +$82k (dly) -$276, 990k (ytd). (Today we sold 
protection. . . .). [JPM-CIO-PSI 0016499-501] 603 

19. JPMorgan Chase internal emails, dated March 2012 re: I would like 
to understand the increase in positions in credit (Ina is freaking — really! 

Call me). [JPM-CIO-PSI 0000410-412] 606 

20. JPMorgan Chase transcript of instant message dated March 23, 2012 
(Bruno Iksil: this year for the first time, achilles started thinking i could 
be of use other than to make money . . . just to protect the whole group 

7 j 7 J. j7_ _ 7 7 yj. I 7 7 j^7.*_ •_ '± \ F TT»1V T 


CIO-PSI 0001240-246] 609 

21. JPMorgan Chase transcript of instant message dated March 23, 2012 
(Bruno Iksil: . . .1 am going to be hauled over the eoals * * * you don’t 
lose 500M without consequences . . .). [JPM-CIO-PSI-H 0006438, 450- 

464] 616 

22. JPMorgan Chase internal email, dated March 2012 re: Tranche Plan 

(Now that we have the new RWA increase, Ina would like to discuss 
the forward plan for reduetion. She does not want any trades exeeuted 
until we all discuss it.). [JPM-CIO-PSI 0001267] 632 

23. JPMorgan Chase internal emails, dated March 2012, re: synthetic credit — 

crisis action plan (Clearly, we are in a crisis mode on this.). [JPM- 
CIO-PSI 0001220-222] 633 

24. a. ‘London Whale’ Rattles Debt Market, April 6, 2012, The Wall Street 

Journal 636 

b. JPMorgan Trader’s Positions Said to Distort Credit Indexes, April 

6, 2012, Bloomberg 638 

25. JPMorgan Chase internal emaisl, dated April 2012, re: Credit (A bit 

more than we thought). [JPM-CIO-PSI-H 0002276] 641 
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26. JPMorgan Chase internal email, dated April 2012, re: Net positions vs 

average trading volumes (The below table shows that CDX.IG.9 net posi- 
tion for CIO is $82.2bio, which is approximately 10-15 days of 100% 
of trading volume based on the Im avg volume published by JPMorgan 
Research. ITX.9 net position for CIO is $35bio, which is approximately 
8-12 days of 100% trading volume based on the Im avg volume.). [JPM- 
CIO-PSI 0001026-027] 642 

27. OCC internal emails, dated May 2012, re: CIO call with Mike Brosnan 

(They took up a strategy to reduce their make believe voodoo magic “Com- 
posite Hedge." ...). [OCC-SPl-00021602-e04] 644 

Documents Related to Hiding Losses: 

28. Grout Spreadsheet, March 12-16, 2012. [JPM-CIO-PSI-H 00002812] 647 

29. JPMorgan Chase internal emails, dated March 2012, re: update on Core 

PNL (The divergence has increased to 300 now). [JPM-CIO 0003475] 648 

30. JPMorgan Chase internal emails, dated March 2012, re: Synthetic Book — 
URGENT (Option B: we settle with the IB .. . and have an impact 

on PIL that could be as large as -350MM.). [JPM-CIO-PSI 0000416] 649 

31. JPMorgan Chase internal emails, dated April 2012, re: update (. . . if 
we exclude very adverse marks to our book the potential loss due to 
market moves or any economic scenario . . . would not exceed . . . -200 

MM USD. . . .). [JPM-CIO-PSI 0001429] 650 

32. a. JPMorgan Chase transcript of call between Julien Grout and Bruno 

Iksil, dated March 16, 2012 (I can’t keep this going, we do a one- 
off at the end of the month to remain calm. * * * I don’t know where 
he wants to stop, but it’s getting idiotic.). [JPM-CIO-PSI-H 0003820- 


822] 651 

b. JPMorgan Chase transcript of instant message dated March 16, 2012 

(it is 300 now 1000 for month end? ouch well that is the pace). 
[JPM-CIO-PSI-H 0003815-819] 654 

c. Transcript of Audio Recording Produced to the Permanent Sub- 

committee on Investigations, call between Javier Martin-Artajo, Ina 
Drew, and Gina Serpico. Undated (likely April 2012) (Ms. Drew: It’s 
absolutely fine to stay conservative, but it would be helpful, if appro- 
priate, to get, to start getting a little bit of that mark back.). [JPM- 
CIO-PSI-A 0000076.wav 659 

d. JPMorgan Chase transcript of call between Javier Martin-Artajo and 
Alistair Webster, dated May 8, 2012 (So then when, if we roll forward 
to March, if the front office marks had migrated ... to the aggressive 
side, most of them, not all of them, to the aggressive side, but they’ve 
also migrated from either mid to somewhere close to being at the, 

you know, the bounds of the bid or offer.). [JPM-CIO 0003631-636] 662 

33. JPMorgan Chase internal email, dated April 2012, re: CIO Core Credit 
P&L Predict (10 Apr]: -$5,711k (dly) ^626,834k (ytd) (Daily P&L: 
-$5,710,991* * * Daily P&L: -$394,735,120). [JPM-CIO 0003570-576] .. 668 

34. a. JPMorgan Chase internal emails, dated April 2012, re: Credit Index 

and Tranche Book (. . . CIO FO marked their book at the most advan- 
tageous levels. . . .). [JPM-CIO-PSI-H 0006636-639] 675 

b. JPMorgan Chase internal emails, dated April 2012, re: URGENT ::: 

Huge Difference for iTraxx & CDX (The desk marked the book at 
the boundary of the bid ! offer spread. . . .j. [JPM-CIO 0003582-3587] 679 

35. JPMorgan Chase internal emails, dated April 2012, re: Collateral Dis- 
putes (This isn’t a good sign on our valuation process. ... I am going 

to dig further.). [JPM-CIO-PSI-H 0000108-109] 685 

36. JPMorgan Chase internal memorandum, dated May 2012, re: Firm’s re- 

view of the valuation of its CIO EMEA credit portfolio in light of the 
current market conditions and dislocation that occurred in April 2012. 
[JPM-CIO-PSI-H 0006730-747] 687 


Documents Related to Disregarding Limits: 

Overview and Organization: 

37. J.P. Morgan slide presentation. Market Risk Limits, March 2012. (Busi- 
ness Unit must take immediate steps toward reducing its exposure to 
be within the limit, unless a One-off Approval is granted by all Grantors 
and Grantees of limits) [OCC-SPI-00117682] 


705 
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38. Document prepared by Bruno Iksil, including excerpts of JPMorgan 

Chase internal emails December 2011-March 2012. [JPM-CIO-PSI 
0021879-917] 709 

39. JPMorgan Chase internal emails, dated May 2012, re: Information needed 

(. . . please find the CIO excessions attached.). [JPM-CIO-PSI-H 
0000627-636] 748 


VaR Models and Limits: 

40. JPMorgan Chase internal emails, dated January 2012, re: JPMC 
Firmwide VaR — Daily Update — COB 0110912012 (Pat’s model is in line 
with the 70 VAR and has a much better explanation for these changes. 
Hopefully we get this approved as we speak.). [JPM-CIO-PSI 0000093- 


097] 758 

41. JPMorgan Chase internal emails, dated January 2012, re: Breach of 

firm var (Below please find details of the VaR limit breach. The VaR 
increase is driven by Core Credit (tranche) in EMEA. The VaR has in- 
creased steadily since the end of December as positions in CDX.HY on- 
the-run indices have been added to the portfolio to balance the book, 
which has been taken longer risk. . . .). [JPM-CIO-PSI 0000141-145] 763 

42. JPMorgan Chase internal email, dated January 2012, re:CIO VaR (FYI. 

Dual plan ... as discussed keep the pressure on our friends in Model 
Validation and QR.). [JPM-CIO-PSI 0000151] 768 


43. JPMorgan Chase internal emails, dated January 2012, re: CIO VaR 

heads up and update (Importantly, for the same COB 26 January, the 
*newlfull revaluation methodhlogy* shows VaR decreased ($1.3MM) from 
70.8mm to 69.5mm. I estimate that this would make CIO global VAR 
closer to $76MM vs. the currently reported number >$115. We anticipate 
final approval on Monday and that the *new methodology should become 
the official firm submission from Monday, for 27 Jan COB.* Limit issues 
should therefore cease beginning from Monday.). [JPM-CIO-PSI 
0000177-179] 769 

44. JPMorgan Chase internal emails, dated January 2012, re: draft of the 

MRG review of the HVAR methodology for the CIO core credit books 
(Operational Risk — The VaR computation is currently done off spread- 
sheets using a manual process. Thus it is error prone, and not easily 
scalable. * * * ACTION PLAN: CIO should re-examine the data quality 
and explore alternative data sources. For days with large discrepancies 
between dealer marks and IB marks, the integrity of the data used for 
HVAR calculation should be verified. * * * Please go ahead with the 
implementation of the new HVaR methodology for the CIO credit books.). 
[JPM-CIO-PSI 0000187-191] 772 

45. JPMorgan Chase internal emails, dated April 2012, re: CIO VaR (FYI — 
we discovered an issue related to the VAR market data used in the 
calculation which we need to discuss. This means our reported standalone 
var for the five business days in the period 10-16th April was understated 

by apprx $10mm.). [JPM-CIO-PSI 0001205] 777 

RWA, CRM and Optimization: 

46. JPMorgan Chase internal emails, dated December 2011, re: RWA — 
Tranche Book (The estimates of reductions will be: Model reduction QR 
CRM (acknofwjledged already) 5 [billion] (Pat estimate); Model reduction 
QR VAR 0.5 [billion] (Pat estimate); Model Reduction QR Stress 1.5 


[billion] (Pat estimate)). [JPM-CIO-PSI 0000032-034] 778 

47. JPMorgan Chase internal emails, dated March 2012, re: CIO CRM results 
(We got some CRM numbers and they look like garbage as far as I 

can tell, 2-3x what we saw before.). [JPM-CIO-PSI 0000338-339] 781 

48. JPMorgan Chase internal emails, dated March 2012, re: New CRM num- 

bers . . . (With their new model, QR is reporting that we have a stand 
alone CRM of roughly 6bn. This is radically higher than the worst loss 
we see at the same confidence level; the loss we see is far below 2bn.). 
[JPM-CIO-PSI 0036342-344] 783 


49. JPMorgan Chase internal emails, dated March 201^ re: CIO CRM results 
(Based on our models, though, we believe that the $3bn increase in RWA 
is entirely explained by a $33bn notional increase in short protection 
(long risk) in your portfolio between Jan and Feb. * * * The change 
in notional is not correct and the CRM is therefore too high.). [JPM- 
CIO-PSI 0000371-372 ] 


786 
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50. JPMorgan Chase internal emails, dated March 2012, re: Optimizing regu- 
latory capital (To optimize the firm-wide capital charge, I believe we 
should optimize the split between the tranche and index books. * * * 
I don’t think we should treat this as regulatory arbitrage. Instead we 
should treat the regulatory capital calculation as an exercise of automati- 
cally finding the best results of an immensely arbitrary and complicated 


formula.). [JPM-CIO-PSI 0011025-026] 788 

51. a. Excerpt from transcript of audio recording produced to the Permanent 

Subcommittee on Investigations, call between Anil Bangia and Patrick 
Hagan, dated March 21, 2012. [JPM-CIO-PSI-A 0000089] 790 

b. Excerpt from transcript of audio recording produced to the Permanent 

Subcommittee on Investigations, call between Anil Bangia and Patrick 
Hagan, dated March 21, 2012. [JPM-CIO-PSI-A 0000090] 791 

c. Excerpt from transcript of audio recording produced to the Permanent 

Subcommittee on Investigations, call between Peter Weiland and Pat- 
rick Hagan, dated March 22, 2012. [JPM-CIO-PSI-A 0000091] 793 

52. JPMorgan Chase internal emails, dated April 2012 (We haven’t made 

the case of how this book runs off and whether risk can be managed 
effectively. . . .). [JPM-CIO-PSI 0000497-498] 794 

Credit Spread Risk Metrics and Limits: 

53. JPMorgan Chase internal email, dated January 2012, re: there is more 
loss coming in core credit book (I reckon we have another 50M coming 
from CDX IG9 exposure. The guys have a huge skew trade on and they 

will defend it as much as we do.). [JPM-CIO-PSI 0001225] 796 


54. JPMorgan Chase internal emails, dated February 2012, re: Csbpv limit — 
please read (We have a global credit csbpv limit. It was set up at the 
initiation of the credit book. Unfortunately we have been breaching for 
most of the year. * * * I have no memory of this limit. In any case 

it need to be recast with other limits.). [JPM-CIO-PSI-H 0002936] 797 

56. JPMorgan Chase internal email, dated February 2012, re: CIO Global 
Credit spread BPV limit breach-COB 0210912012 (Since mid- January 
CIO has been in breach of its global csbpv limits, driven primarily by 
position changes in the tranche book.). [JPM-CIO-PSI 0001823-825, 832] 798 

56. JPMorgan Chase internal emails, dated April 2012, re: CIO DAY 1 (CIO’s 
10% CSW by my group’s model estimate is long 245mm of risk; their 
own models (run by Weiland) quote $145mm. I don’t understand the 
difference in the models and don’t know how good a measure of risk 
10% CSW is for their book. But I spoke to Ashley and we agree that 
10% CSW has been trending up for CIO, by either their model or ours.). 


[JPM-CIO-PSI 0000449-451] 802 

57. JPMorgan Chase internal email, dated May 2012, re: CSBPV History 
(Early in 2012 net CSBPV increased dramatically as IG positions were 
added and offset between HY and IG grew). [JPM-CIO-PSI-H 0000810- 

811] 805 

Documents Related to OCC Oversight: 

58. OCC internal email, dated January 2012, re: CIO Quarterly Meeting 

(The MTM Book is decreasing in size in 2012.). [OCC-SPI-00004695] 807 

59. OCC internal emails, dated April 2012, re: CIO deck ([HJave you still 

been getting the CIO deck? I don’t recall seeing it lately.). [OCC- 
00004720] 808 

60. JPMorgan Chase/OCC email, dated April 2012, re: materials for Fed! 
OCC/FDIC call at noon today, attaching Synthetic Credit Book Review 

for Briefing by CIO to OCC. [OCC-SPI-00009712-724] 809 

61. JPMorgan Chase/OCC emails, dated April 2012, re: CIO January 2012 

valuation memo and metrics (Apologies for not distributing the February 
valuation work. I just sent the February and March reports.). [OCC- 
00004735-736] 822 

62. JPMorgan Chase/OCC emails, dated April 2012, re: Quick questions pp 
4 and 5 of yesterday’s presentation (I believe there is modest long credit 

risk sensitivity to the portfolio now.). [OCC-SPI-00023815] 824 

63. OCC internal email, dated April 2012, re: JPM CIO / IG9 "whale" trade 

(JPM’s CIO has been using a synthetic credit (credit derivative) portfolio 
since 2007. It was initially set up to provide income to mitigate other 
significant credit losses that would surface under a broad credit stress 
scenario.). [OCC-00012521-523] 825 
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64. JPMorgan Chase/OCC emails, dated April 2012, re: CIO EMR? (Does 

the CIO still produce an EMR? It wasn’t included in the January Treas- 
ury EMR, which is where I used to see it. I’m looking for the balance 
sheet information that was in it.). [OCC-00004723] 828 

65. JPMorgan Chase/OCC emails, dated April 2012, re: Info on VaR, CSBPV, 

and stress status and limits (We are working on a new set of limits 
for synthetic credit and the current CSOl will be replaced by something 
more sensible and granular.). [OCC-SPI-00022340-341] 829 

66. OCC internal emails, dated April 2012, re: Weekly Market Summary 

period ending 4113 (The Whale Trade issue is considered closed — email 
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JPMORGAN CHASE WHALE TRADES: 
A CASE HISTORY OF DERIVATIVES 
RISKS AND ABUSES 


FRIDAY, MARCH 15, 2013 

U.S. Senate, 

Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations, 

OF THE Committee on Homeland Security 
AND Governmental Affairs, 

Washington, DC. 

The Subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 9:33 a.m., in room 
SD-G50, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Hon. Carl Levin, Chair- 
man of the Subcommittee, presiding. 

Present: Senators Levin, McCain, and Johnson. 

Staff present: Elise J. Bean, Staff Director and Chief Counsel; 
Mary D. Robertson, Chief Clerk; Zachary 1. Schram, Senior Coun- 
sel; Allison F. Murphy, Counsel; David H. Katz, Counsel; Feras 
Sleiman, Law Clerk; Todd Phillips, Law Clerk; Elizabeth V. 
Baltzan, Former Congressional Fellow; Eric S. Walker, Former 
Detailee; Brian Egger, Detailee (GAO); Christopher Reed, Congres- 
sional Fellow; Combiz Abdolrahimi, Law Clerk; Aaron Fanwick, 
Law Clerk; Adam Goldberg, Law Clerk; Gigi Good, Intern; Alex 
Harisiadis, Law Clerk; Henry J. Kerner, Staff Director and Chief 
Counsel to the Minority; Stephanie Hall, Counsel to the Minority; 
Brad M. Patout, Senior Policy Advisor to the Minority; Scott D. 
Wittmann, Research Assistant to the Minority; and Rachael Wea- 
ver (Sen. Johnson). 

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR LEVIN 

Senator Levin. Good morning, everybody. Let me first begin by 
extending a special welcome to the new Ranking Member of this 
Subcommittee, a dear and longtime friend. Senator McCain. It is 
not the first time that we have worked side-by-side. He has been 
a longtime Member of the Subcommittee and was formerly Ranking 
Member on the Senate Armed Services Committee, and he has 
brought great energy and a bipartisan spirit to our work together, 
and we want to just welcome him as our new Ranking Member 
here. 

We also welcome Senator Johnson, as a new Member on our Sub- 
committee. Unlike Senator McCain who has been a Member of this 
Subcommittee for years. Senator Johnson has now joined us. We 
welcome him. 

In April 2012, Americans were confronted with a story of Wall 
Street excess and the derivatives disaster, now known as the 

( 1 ) 
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“JPMorgan Chase whale trades.” The largest U.S. banks today are 
deep into derivatives, which are complex financial instruments that 
derive their value from other assets. The derivatives behind the 
JPMorgan whale trades were part of a so-called Synthetic Credit 
Portfolio (SCP), that made outsized bets on whether particular fi- 
nancial instruments or entities were creditworthy or would default 
during specified time periods. The bets were made by traders in the 
London office of the U.S. banking giant JPMorgan Chase. Their 
trades — meaning their bets — grew so large that they roiled the $27 
trillion credit derivatives market, singlehandedly affected global 
prices, and finally attracted a media storm aimed at finding out 
who was behind them. 

That is when the media unmasked JPMorgan’s Chief Investment 
Office (CIO), which, until then, had been known for making con- 
servative investments with bank deposits. At first, JPMorgan’s 
Chief Executive Officer (CEO) Jamie Dimon claimed the April 
media reports about the whale trades were a “tempest in a teapot.” 
But a month later, the bank admitted the truth: That their credit 
derivative bets had gone south, producing not only losses that 
eventually exceeded $6 billion, but also exposing a litany of risk 
management problems at what had been considered one of Amer- 
ica’s safest banks. 

JPMorgan Chase is the largest financial holding company in the 
United States. It is also the largest derivatives dealer in the world 
and the largest single participant in world credit derivatives mar- 
kets. It has consistently portrayed itself as a risk management ex- 
pert with a “fortress balance sheet” that ensures taxpayers have 
nothing to fear from its extensive dealing in risky derivatives. But 
that reassuring portrayal of the bank was shattered when whale 
trade losses shocked the investing public, not only with the mag- 
nitude of the losses, but because the financial risk had been largely 
unknown to bank regulators. 

The Subcommittee meets today after 9 months of digging into the 
facts behind the whale trades. To learn what happened, the Sub- 
committee collected nearly 90,000 documents, conducted over 50 
interviews and briefings, and has issued a 30()-page bipartisan re- 
port. While the bank and its regulators have cooperated with our 
investigation, four key former JPMorgan employees directly in- 
volved in the derivatives trading declined to cooperate, and because 
they reside overseas, they remain beyond the Subcommittee’s sub- 
poena authority. 

Our findings open a window into the hidden world of high-stakes 
derivatives trading by big banks. It exposes a derivatives trading 
culture at JPMorgan that piled on risk, that hid losses, that dis- 
regarded risk limits, that manipulated risk models, that dodged 
oversight, and that misinformed the public. 

Our investigation brought home one overarching fact: The U.S. 
financial system may have significant vulnerabilities attributable 
to major bank involvement with high-risk derivatives trading. The 
four largest U.S. banks control 90 percent of U.S. derivatives mar- 
kets, and their profitability is invested, in part, in their derivatives 
holdings, nowhere more so than at JPMorgan. 

The whale trades demonstrate how credit derivatives, when pur- 
chased in massive quantities with complex components, can become 
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a runaway train barreling through every risk limit. The whale 
trades also demonstrate how derivative valuation practices are eas- 
ily manipulated to hide losses, and how risk controls are easily ma- 
nipulated to circumvent limits, enabling traders to load up on risk 
in their quest for profits. Firing a few traders and their bosses will 
not be enough to staunch Wall Street’s insatiable appetite for risky 
derivative bets or stop the excesses. More control is needed. 

Among the most troubling aspects of the whale trades case his- 
tory is that JPMorgan traders, who were required to book the value 
of their derivative holdings every business day, used internal prof- 
it/loss reports to hide more than half a billion dollars in losses in 
just 3 months. Eventually, those misreported values forced 
JPMorgan to restate its earnings for the first quarter of 2012. But 
to this day, JPMorgan maintains that the mismarked values did 
not, on their face, violate bank policy or generally accepted account- 
ing principles. But if derivative books can be cooked as blatantly 
as they were in this case without breaking the rules, then the rules 
need to be revamped. And given how much major U.S. bank profits 
remain bound up with the value of their derivatives, derivative 
valuations that cannot be trusted are a serious threat to our eco- 
nomic stability. 

The whale trades also demonstrate how easily a Wall Street 
bank can manipulate and avoid risk controls. The financial indus- 
try assures us that it can prudently manage high-risk activities be- 
cause they are measured, monitored, and limited. But as the Sub- 
committee report demonstrates in detail, JPMorgan executives ig- 
nored a series of alarms that went off as the bank’s Chief Invest- 
ment Office breached one risk limit after another. Rather than 
ratchet back the risk, JPMorgan personnel challenged and re-engi- 
neered the risk controls to silence the alarms. It is difficult to 
imagine how the American people can trust major Wall Street 
banks to prudently manage derivatives risk when bank personnel 
can readily game or ignore the risk controls that are meant to pre- 
vent financial disaster and taxpayer bailouts. 

The whale trades also provide another example of a major Wall 
Street bank’s misstatements and concealment. In fact, in January 
2012, the bank told the Office of the Comptroller of the Currency 
(OCC), inaccurately, that the portfolio was decreasing in size, when 
it was not. Most troubling of all, when the media spotlight hit, sen- 
ior bank executives mischaracterized to investors and the public 
the nature of the whale trades and the extent of risk management 
and regulatory oversight, gambling apparently that the portfolio’s 
bad bets would recover before anyone took a closer look. 

Well, we took a closer look, and it is not pretty: a massive deriva- 
tives portfolio riddled with risk; a runaway train of derivatives 
trading blowing through risk limits; hidden losses; bank executives 
downplaying the bad bets; regulators who failed to act. 

Together, these facts are a reminder of what occurred in the re- 
cent financial crisis. We just cannot rely on a major bank to resist 
risky bets, honestly report derivative losses, or disclose bad news 
without a strong regulator looking over its shoulder, backed by 
laws that require transparency, risk limits, capital buffers against 
losses, and consequences for misconduct. 
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That is the big picture, and here are some of the detailed find- 
ings from our investigation. 

First, JPMorgan’s Chief Investment Office rapidly amassed a 
huge portfolio of synthetic credit derivatives, in part using federally 
insured depositor funds, in a series of risky, short-term trades, dis- 
closing the extent of the portfolio only after intense media expo- 
sure. 

Now, in just a few months during 2011, as shown on Exhibit 
la^ — and I think we can get Chart 1 up over here — the Chief In- 
vestment Office’s Synthetic Credit Portfolio grew from a net no- 
tional size of $4 billion to $51 billion, and then tripled in the first 
quarter of 2012 to $157 billion. That exponential growth in hold- 
ings and risk occurred with virtually no regulatory oversight. 

Second, once the whale trades were exposed, JPMorgan claimed 
to regulators, investors, and the public that the trades were de- 
signed to hedge credit risk. But internal bank documents failed to 
identify the assets being hedged, how they lowered risk, or why the 
supposed credit derivative hedges were treated differently from 
other hedges in the Chief Investment Office. If these trades were, 
as JPMorgan maintains, hedges gone astray, it remains a mystery 
how the bank determined the nature, size, or effectiveness of the 
so-called hedges and how, if at all, they reduced risk. 

Third, the Chief Investment Office internally concealed massive 
losses in the first several months of 2012 by overstating the value 
of its synthetic credit derivatives. It got away with overstating 
those values within the bank, even in the face of disputes with 
counterparties and in the face of two internal bank reviews. 

As late as January 2012, the CIO had valued its credit deriva- 
tives by using the midpoint in the daily range of bids and asks of- 
fered in the marketplace. That is the typical way to value deriva- 
tives. But beginning in late January, the traders stopped using 
midpoint prices and started using prices at the extreme edges of 
the daily price range to hide escalating losses. In recorded phone 
conversations, one trader described these marks as “idiotic.” 

At one point, traders used a spreadsheet to track just how large 
their deception had grown by recording the valuation differences 
between using midpoint and more favorable prices. In just 5 days 
in March, according to the traders’ own spreadsheet, the hidden 
losses exceeded $400 million. The difference eventually exceeded 
$600 million. Counterparties to the derivative trades began dis- 
puting the CIO’s booked values involving hundreds of millions of 
dollars in March and April. 

Despite the obvious value manipulation, on May 10 — the same 
day JPMorgan announced that the whale trades had lost $2 bil- 
lion — the bank’s controller concluded a special review and signed 
off on the CIO’s derivative pricing practices as “consistent with in- 
dustry practices.” JPMorgan leadership has continued to argue 
that the values assigned by its traders to the Synthetic Credit Port- 
folio were defensible under accounting rules. 

Yet in July 2012, the bank reluctantly restated its first quarter 
earnings. It did so only after an internal investigation listened to 


^See Exhibit No. la, which appears in the Appendix on page 511. 
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phone conversations, routinely recorded by the bank, in which its 
traders mocked their own valuation practices. 

Now, their mismarked values were not wrong simply because the 
traders intended to understate losses; they were wrong because 
they changed their pricing practices after losses began piling up, 
stopped using the midpoint prices that they had used up until Jan- 
uary, and they began using aggressive prices that consistently 
made the bank’s reports look better. Until JPMorgan and others 
stop their personnel from playing those kinds of games, derivative 
values will remain an imprecise, malleable, and untrustworthy set 
of figures that call into question the derivative profits and losses 
reported by our largest financial institutions. 

Fourth, when the CIO’s Synthetic Credit Portfolio breached five 
key risk limits, rather than reduce the risky trading activities, 
JPMorgan either increased the limits, changed the risk models that 
calculated risk, or turned a blind eye to the breaches. 

As early as January 2012, the rapid growth of the Synthetic 
Credit Portfolio breached one common measure of risk, called 
“Value-at-Risk” (VaR), causing a breach not just at the CIO, but for 
the entire bank. That 4-day breach was reported to top bank offi- 
cials, including CEO Jamie Dimon, who personally approved a tem- 
porary limit increase, and voila, the breach was ended. CIO em- 
ployees then hurriedly pushed through approval of a new VaR 
model that overnight dropped the CIO’s purported risk by 50 per- 
cent. Regulators were told about that remarkable reduction in the 
CIO’s purported risk, but raised no objection to the new model at 
the time. 

The credit derivatives portfolio breached other risk limits as well. 
In one case, it exceeded established limits on one measure, known 
as “Credit Spread 01 (CSOl),” by 1,000 percent for months running. 
When regulators asked about the breach, JPMorgan risk managers 
responded that it was not a “sensible” limit and allowed the breach 
to continue. When still another risk metric, called “Comprehensive 
Risk Measure,” projected that the Synthetic Credit Portfolio could 
lose $6.3 billion in a year, a senior CIO risk manager dismissed the 
result as “garbage.” It was not garbage; that projection was 100 
percent accurate, but the derivatives traders thought they knew 
better. Downplaying risk, ignoring one risk warning after another, 
and pushing to re-engineer risk controls to artificially lower risk re- 
sults flatly contradict JPMorgan’s claim to prudent risk manage- 
ment. 

Fifth, at the same time the portfolio was losing money and 
breaching risk limits, JPMorgan dodged the oversight of the OCC. 
It omitted CIO data from its reports to the OCC; it failed to dis- 
close size, risk, and losses of the Synthetic Credit Portfolio; and it 
delayed or tinkered with OCC requests for information by giving 
the regulator inaccurate or unresponsive information. In fact, when 
the whale trades first became public, the bank offered such blanket 
reassurances that the OCC initially considered the matter closed. 
It was only when the losses exploded that the OCC took another 
look. 

The failure of regulators to act sooner cannot be excused by the 
bank’s behavior. The OCC also fell down on the job. It failed to in- 
vestigate multiple, sustained risk limit breaches; it tolerated in- 
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complete and missing reports from JPMorgan; it failed to question 
the bank’s new value-at-risk model that dramatically lowered the 
CIO’s risk rating; it accepted JPMorgan’s protests that the media 
reports about the portfolio were overblown. It was not until May 
2012, after a new Comptroller of the Currency took the reins at the 
OCC, that the OCC officials instituted their first intensive inquiry 
into the Synthetic Credit Portfolio. 

Again, with the lessons of the 2008 financial crisis so painfully 
fresh, it is deeply worrisome that a major bank should seek to 
cloak its risky trading activities from regulators and doubly worri- 
some that it was able to succeed so easily for so long. 

And, finally, when the whale trades went public, JPMorgan mis- 
informed regulators and the public about the Synthetic Credit Port- 
folio. JPMorgan’s first public response to the April news reports 
about the whale trades was when its spokesperson, using prepared 
talking points approved by senior executives, told reporters on 
April 10 that the whale trades were risk-reducing hedges that were 
known to regulators. A more detailed description came in a con- 
ference call held on April 13 with investment analysts. During that 
call. Chief Financial Officer (CFO) Douglas Braunstein made a se- 
ries of inaccurate statements about the whale trades, and that is 
shown in Exhibit If.^ 

He said the trades had been put on by bank risk managers and 
were fully transparent to regulators; he said the trades were made 
on a very long-term basis; he said the trades were essentially a 
hedge; he said the bank believed the trades were consistent with 
the Volcker Rule which prohibits high-risk proprietary trading by 
banks. Those public statements on April 13 were not true. As late 
as May 10, bank CEO Jamie Dimon repeatedly described the syn- 
thetic credit trades as hedges made to offset risk, despite informa- 
tion showing the portfolio was not a hedge. 

The bank also neglected to tell investors the bad news that the 
derivatives portfolio had broken through multiple risk limits, losses 
had piled up, and the head of the portfolio had put management 
of the portfolio into “crisis mode.” 

It was recently reported that the eight biggest U.S. banks have 
hit a 5-year low in the percentage of deposits used to make loans. 
Their collective average loan-to-deposit ratio has fallen to 84 per- 
cent in 2012, down from 87 percent a year earlier and 101 percent 
in 2007. JPMorgan has the lowest loan-to-deposit ratio of the big 
banks, lending just 61 percent of its deposits out in loans. Appar- 
ently, it was too busy betting on derivatives to issue the loans 
needed to speed economic recovery. 

Based on its investigation into the JPMorgan whale trades, our 
report makes the following recommendations: 

First, when it comes to high-risk derivatives. Federal regulators 
need to know what major banks are up to. We should require those 
banks to identify internal investment portfolios that include deriva- 
tives over a specified size, require periodic reporting on derivative 
performance, and conduct regular reviews to detect undisclosed de- 
rivatives trading. 


^See Exhibit No. If, which appears in the Appendix on page 516. 
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Next, when banks claim they are trading derivatives to hedge 
risks, we need to require them to identify the assets being hedged, 
how the derivatives trade reduces the risk associated with those as- 
sets, and how the bank tested the effectiveness of its hedging strat- 
egy in reducing risk. 

Next, we need to strengthen how derivatives are valued to stop 
inflated values. Regulators should encourage banks to use inde- 
pendent pricing services to stop the games; require disclosure of 
valuation disputes with counterparties; and require disclosure and 
justification when, as occurred at JPMorgan, derivative values de- 
viate from midpoint prices. 

Next, when risk alarms go off, banks and their regulators should 
investigate the breaches and take action to reduce risky activities. 

Next, Federal regulators should require disclosure of any newly 
implemented risk model or metric which, when implemented, mate- 
rially lowers purported risk, and investigate the changes for evi- 
dence of model manipulation. 

Next, 3 years ago. Congress enacted the Merkley-Levin provi- 
sions of the Dodd-Frank Act, also known as the Volcker Rule, to 
end high-risk proprietary betting using federally insured deposits. 
Financial regulators ought to finalize the long-delayed imple- 
menting regulations. 

Next, at major banks that trade derivatives, regulators should 
ensure the banks can withstand any losses by having adequate 
capital charges for derivatives trading. It is way past time to final- 
ize the rules implementing stronger capital bank standards. 

The derivatives trading that produced the whale trades damaged 
a single bank. But the whale trades expose problems that reach far 
beyond one London trading desk or one Wall Street office tower. 
The American people have already suffered one devastating eco- 
nomic assault rooted largely in Wall Street excess. They cannot af- 
ford another. When Wall Street plays with fire, American families 
get burned. The task of Federal regulators, and of this Congress, 
is to take away the matches. The whale trades demonstrate that 
task is far from complete. 

Senator McCain. 

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR MCCAIN 

Senator McCain. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and let me begin by 
saying what an honor it is to serve on this Subcommittee, which 
has a long history of bipartisanship and a celebrated legacy of un- 
covering waste, fraud, abuse, and outright corruption. And before 
I move forward, I want to express my gratitude to you and the 
members of your staff for your unyielding and dedicated efforts in 
this investigation. 

I would also like to recognize the work of my predecessor on the 
Subcommittee, Senator Coburn, for his contributions prior to my 
arrival. This investigation into the so-called whale trades at 
JPMorgan has revealed startling failures at an institution that 
touts itself as an expert in risk management and prides itself on 
its fortress balance sheet. 

The investigation has also shed light on the complex and volatile 
world of synthetic credit derivatives. In a matter of months, 
JPMorgan was able to vastly increase its exposure to risk while 
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dodging oversight by Federal regulators. The trades ultimately cost 
the bank billions of dollars and its shareholders value. These losses 
come to light not because of admirable risk management strategies 
at JPMorgan or because of effective oversight by diligent regu- 
lators. Instead, these losses came to light because they were so 
damaging that they shook the market and so damning that they 
caught the attention of the press. 

Following the revelation that these huge trades were coming 
from JPMorgan’s London office, the bank’s losses continued to 
grow. By the end of the year, the total losses stood at a staggering 
$6.2 billion. 

This case represents another shameful demonstration of a bank 
engaged in wildly risky behavior. The “London Whale” incident 
matters to the Federal Government because the traders at 
JPMorgan were making risky bets using excess deposits, portions 
of which were federally insured. These excess deposits should have 
been used to provide loans for Main Street businesses. Instead, 
JPMorgan used the money to bet on catastrophic risk. 

Through an extensive bipartisan investigation, this Sub- 
committee has uncovered a wealth of new information. Internal 
emails, memos, and interviews reveal that these trades were not 
conducted by a group of rogue traders, but that their superiors 
were well aware of their activities. 

Traders at JPMorgan’s Chief Investment Office, the CIO, adopt- 
ed a risky strategy with money they were supposed to use to hedge, 
or counter, risk. However, even the head of the CIO could only pro- 
vide a ‘guesstimate’ as to what exactly the portfolio was supposed 
to hedge. And JPMorgan’s CEO Jamie Dimon admitted that the 
portfolio had “morphed” into something that created new and po- 
tentially larger risks. In the words of JPMorgan’s primary Federal 
regulator, it would require “make-believe voodoo magic” to make 
the portfolio actually look like a hedge. 

Top officials at JPMorgan allowed these excessive losses to occur 
by permitting the CIO to continually breach all of the bank’s own 
risk limits. '\^en the risk limits threatened to impede their risky 
behavior, they decided to manipulate the models. 

Disturbingly, the bank’s primary regulator, the OCC, failed to 
take action even after red flags warned that JPMorgan was breach- 
ing its risk limits. These regulators fell asleep at the switch and 
failed to use the tools at their disposal to effectively curb 
JPMorgan’s appetite for risk. 

However, JPMorgan actively impeded the OCC’s oversight. The 
CIO refused to release key investment data to the OCC and even 
claimed that the regulator was trying to “destroy” the bank’s busi- 
ness. 

After these losses were uncovered by the press, JPMorgan chose 
to conceal its errors and, in doing so, top officials at the bank mis- 
informed investors, regulators, and the public. In an April 2012 
earnings call, then Chief Financial Officer Douglas Braunstein 
falsely told investors and the public that the bank had been “fully 
transparent to regulators.” 

The deception did not end there. During the same earnings call, 
Mr. Dimon tried to downplay the significance of the losses by infa- 
mously characterizing them as “a complete tempest in a teapot.” 
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The truth of the matter is that $6 billion, some of which is feder- 
ally insured, is an inexcusable amount of money to be gambled 
away on risky bets. This investigation potentially reveals systemic 
problems in our Nation’s financial system. The size of the potential 
losses and the accompanying deception echo the misguided and dis- 
honest actions that the banks took during the financial crisis 4 
years ago. 

Let me be clear: JPMorgan completely disregarded risk limits 
and stonewalled Federal regulators. It is unsettling that a group of 
traders made reckless decisions with federally insured money and 
that all of this was done with the full awareness of top officials at 
JPMorgan. This bank appears to have entertained — indeed, em- 
braced — the idea that it was “too big to fail.” In fact, with regard 
to how it managed the derivatives that are the subject of today’s 
hearing, it seems to have developed a business model based on that 
notion — the notion that they are too big to fail. 

It is our duty to the American public to remind the financial in- 
dustry that high-stakes gambling with federally insured deposits 
will not be tolerated. In 2012, the “London Whale” trades resulted 
in a $6 billion loss. What if it was $60 billion? Or $100 billion? 
Does JPMorgan operate under the assumption that the taxpayer 
will bail them out again? What place does taxpayers’ underwriting 
of the big banks’ disregard for “moral hazard” have in the proper 
operation of a truly free market? 

I look forward to hearing from our witnesses today as we exam- 
ine what went wrong at JPMorgan. 

Senator Levin. Thank you very much. Senator McCain. 

Senator Johnson, do you have an opening comment or statement? 

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR JOHNSON 

Senator Johnson. I really do not have anything prepared, but I 
think what is interesting about this whole process is what Senator 
McCain just pointed out, that JPMorgan appears to have developed 
its business model around the fact that they are too big to fail. And 
I have always said that the fact that we have institutions that sim- 
ply are too big to fail shows how regulation already failed us. We 
had regulation in place that probably should have prevented that 
years ago. 

So, again, I am looking forward to hearing the testimony just to 
really highlight the fact that regulators in general are very incapa- 
ble of preventing all these things, and I am really looking forward 
to the recommendations in terms of how we can get regulation up 
to speed so we can prevent these things in the future. 

Senator Levin. Thank you very much. Senator Johnson. 

Now we will call on our first panel of witnesses, but before we 
do that, let me make a comment about the procedures here today. 
We are anticipating a long hearing, and so we are going to call the 
first panel, witnesses with the most firsthand knowledge of the 
whale trades that are the central concern of the hearing. And then 
after taking their testimony and asking questions of them, there 
will be a very short break. We are going to return then and broad- 
en the panel by adding two senior executives from the bank — one 
who was responsible for public disclosures about the trades, and 
the other who led the management postmortem review. 
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And then when that panel, that extended panel, concludes, there 
will be another very short break, and we will then hear from the 
final panel with representatives from the Office of the Comptroller 
of the Currency. 

So now I will call our first panel of witnesses. It is Ms. Ina Drew, 
the former Chief Investment Officer at JPMorgan; Ashley Bacon, 
the Acting Chief Risk Officer, JPMorgan; and, finally, Peter 
Weiland, the former head of market risk for JPMorgan’s Chief In- 
vestment Office. 

We appreciate all of you being with us here this morning. We 
look forward to your testimony. 

Pursuant to Rule VI of this Subcommittee, all witnesses who tes- 
tify are required to be sworn, so I would ask each of you to please 
stand and raise your right hand. Do you swear that the testimony 
that you are about to give to this Subcommittee will be the truth, 
the whole truth, and nothing but the truth, so help you, God? 

Ms. Drew. I do. 

Mr. Bacon. I do. 

Mr. Weiland. I do. 

Senator Levin. We will be using a timing system today. About 
1 minute before the red light comes on, you will see the light 
change from green to yellow. It will give you an opportunity to con- 
clude your remarks. And your written testimony, of course, will be 
printed in the record in its entirety. We would appreciate your lim- 
iting your oral testimony to no more than 5 minutes. 

Ms. Drew, if you have a prepared statement, we will have you 
go first, followed by Mr. Bacon, finish up with Mr. Weiland, and 
then we will turn to questions. 

So, Ms. Drew, please proceed. You can keep your microphones 
on, if you would. 

TESTIMONY OF INA R. DREW,i FORMER HEAD, CHIEF INVEST- 
MENT OFFICE, JPMORGAN CHASE & CO., NEW YORK, NEW 

YORK 

Ms. Drew. Good morning. Chairman Levin, Ranking Member 
McCain, and Members of the Subcommittee. My name is Ina Drew. 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide my perspective on the 
losses incurred in the Synthetic Credit Portfolio of the Chief Invest- 
ment Office. As you know, I have submitted a written statement 
discussing many details which I find important. 

I would like to take a moment, though, to talk about my career. 
I spent over 30 years at JPMorgan and its predecessor institutions 
in the field of asset and liability management. I joined shortly after 
receiving a B.A. from the Johns Hopkins University and a Master’s 
degree from Columbia University. 

Over the course of my career, I had the privilege of working for 
truly great CEOs, such as Walter Shipley, William Harrison, and 
most recently, Jamie Dimon. During this time, I helped build what 
I believe to be a world-class asset and liability management organi- 
zation. 

I am very proud of the many successes we had in protecting the 
bank’s balance sheet, offsetting risk, and investing prudently. I had 


^The prepared statement of Ms. Drew appears in the Appendix on page 101. 
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wonderful mentors who helped me grow and develop my leadership 
skills, and to them I am very grateful. This was my life’s work. 

Through at least seven mergers and many financial crises, I al- 
ways tried to do my hest and what was right for the Firm in a 
thoughtful, diligent manner. I loved the work and the institution 
and gave it my all while raising a family, balancing my home life, 
charitable and educational board work, and many other demands. 

On Friday night. May 11, 2012, I walked into the office of Mr. 
Dimon, with whom I had a close and respectful relationship. I told 
him of my decision to resign from JPMorgan. It was a devastating 
and very difficult decision for me. It marked the end of three dec- 
ades of hard work at an institution I loved. We talked about the 
decision and how important I believed it was to let the company 
move forward with new leadership. I accepted responsibility for the 
events that happened on my watch in one of the portfolios in my 
division. My overwhelming sadness and concern was extended to 
the 400 people who worked for me, many for more than 20 years. 
It also went to my colleagues throughout the Firm who are now 
leading the company going forward. 

There were many people from the front office. Risk, Finance, and 
Quantitative Research (QR) who worked on and analyzed the Syn- 
thetic Credit Portfolio. In particular, I relied on the experts, Achil- 
les Macris and Javier Martin-Artajo, to vet and supervise trading 
in that book and elevate important concerns to me. 

Ultimately, my oversight of the synthetic credit book was under- 
mined by two critical facts that I have come to learn only recently 
based on the company’s public statements: First, the company’s 
new VaR model was flawed and significantly understated the real 
risks in the book that were reported to me; and, second, some 
members of the London team failed to value positions properly, and 
in good faith, minimized reported and projected losses, and hid 
from me important information regarding the true risks of the 
book. 

Throughout these events, I did what I tried to do at all times 
during my career: Face difficult issues with dignity and integrity. 
I have had many months to think long and hard about what hap- 
pened. I do not have all the answers. But what I can tell you is 
that I always tried to do my best. I tried at all times to approach 
the issues presented to me thoroughly, thoughtfully, and trans- 
parently. 

Clearly, mistakes were made. The fact that these mistakes hap- 
pened on my watch has been the most disappointing and painful 
part of my professional career. 

I thank you for the opportunity to appear today, and I will be 
happy to answer any questions you may have. 

Senator Levin. Thank you very much, Ms. Drew. 

And now we will call on Mr. Bacon. 
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TESTIMONY OF ASHLEY BACON, i ACTING CHIEF RISK 

OFFICER, JPMORGAN CHASE & CO., NEW YORK, NEW YORK 

Mr. Bacon. Good morning, Chairman Levin, Ranking Member 
McCain, and Members of the Subcommittee. My name is Ashley 
Bacon, and I am the Acting Chief Risk Officer of JPMorgan. I have 
been at JPMorgan for 20 years and have spent 6 years in the 
Firm’s Risk Management function. 

I appreciate the opportunity to come before you today as part of 
your inquiry into the CIO Synthetic Credit Portfolio and tell you 
what I observed after being asked in late April to independently as- 
sess the CIO trades. Let me first start by expressing the entire 
Firm’s commitment to the importance of effective risk manage- 
ment. 

And turning to the CIO portfolio at issue, at the request of senior 
Firm management, I was brought in from outside of the Chief In- 
vestment Office in late April 2012, along with other individuals 
from the Investment Bank, to lead a team of professionals con- 
ducting a detailed assessment of the Synthetic Credit Portfolio. The 
purpose of that review was to understand the persistent losses 
being experienced and to help chart a course forward. The team 
worked long hours and reported back to senior Firm management 
at least on a daily basis. After initial reports, we were asked to 
take over responsibility for the day-to-day management of the Syn- 
thetic Credit Portfolio — a responsibility that we held until a new 
CIO management team took over. 

The Firm also requested that my colleague Michael Cavanagh 
lead a Task Force to investigate these trades. Later today, I believe 
Mr. Cavanagh will speak in some detail about that effort and to 
the remedial steps identified by the Task Force in response. I will 
simply discuss a few key steps we have taken as a Firm to improve 
our Firm-wide risk management and risk management within CIO. 

First, the Firm appointed a new Chief Risk Officer for CIO in 
May 2012. Additionally, the Firm took steps to ensure Risk’s inde- 
pendence and the appropriateness of staffing levels. The new CIO 
Chief Risk Officer’s actual reporting practices now conform to his 
functional reporting line. He reports to me. His compensation and 
career advancement are controlled by Risk, with input from the 
business and others about his performance, as appropriate. 

Second, the Firm has overhauled the CIO Risk Committee. The 
committee now meets on a weekly basis, and attendees include 
other members of senior management, from within and outside of 
CIO. It has been reconstituted as the CIO, Treasury, and Corporate 
Risk Committee to reflect its broader responsibilities and increased 
participation. 

Third, CIO implemented numerous new or restructured risk lim- 
its covering a broad set of risk parameters. What remained of the 
Synthetic Credit Portfolio was transferred to the Firm’s Investment 
Bank, where it is subject to appropriate oversight and detailed 
analysis. 

Last, JPMorgan has conducted a comprehensive self-assessment 
of the Risk organization, and as a result, we are implementing a 
series of improvements both Firm-wide and within our lines of 


^The prepared statement of Mr. Bacon appears in the Appendix on page 108. 
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business. In addition to working to improve model development, re- 
view, approval, and monitoring, the Firm is reaffirming and, where 
appropriate, revising its market risk limits across all of its lines of 
business. We have introduced additional granularity and portfolio- 
level limits, and will continue to do so as appropriate. We have 
strengthened processes for limit excessions to provide for more 
rapid escalation and more effective review. We have established a 
Firm-wide Risk Committee, improved the operation of the Risk Op- 
erating Committee and the Risk Governance Committee, and en- 
hanced our reporting to the Board of Directors’ Risk Policy Com- 
mittee. 

A risk organization must constantly look for ways to improve. 
The steps I have described reflect our fundamental belief in how 
the Firm’s risk profile should be overseen with effective challenge 
and with the right level of information available to address risk 
issues effectively. 

Thank you for the opportunity to appear before you today, and 
I welcome any questions you have. 

Senator Levin. Thank you very much. Now, Mr. Weiland. 

TESTIMONY OF PETER WEILAND, i FORMER HEAD OF MARKET 

RISK, CHIEF INVESTMENT OFFICE, JPMORGAN CHASE & CO., 

NEW YORK, NEW YORK 

Mr. Weiland. Good morning. Chairman Levin, Senator McCain, 
and Members of the Subcommittee. My name is Peter Weiland, and 
I was head of Market Risk Management for the Office of the CIO 
from 2008 to 2012. I am here today to help explain some of the 
facts surrounding the events in question to the best of my knowl- 
edge and recollection. 

Senator Levin. Thank you very much. 

Let me start with you, Ms. Drew. If you would take a look at Ex- 
hibit No. 81,2 which is in front of you. 

We will have 12-minute rounds, if that is OK. We will have prob- 
ably more than a round or two with this first panel. We will switch 
after 12 minutes from me to Senator McCain and then Senator 
Johnson and any others who may show up. 

Do you have Exhibit No. 81? 

Ms. Drew. Yes. 

Senator Levin. This is a presentation which you gave to your 
Board of Directors’ Risk Policy Committee on March 20, 2012, 
about the CIO. On page 1, you provided a chart listing nine invest- 
ment portfolios at the CIO, and you indicated whether they had 
longer or shorter investment horizons. 

Now, where is the SCP on that chart? 

Ms. Drew. The SCP is on the right side, on the bottom, where 
it is noted that the portfolio was being reduced, reducing capital- 
intensive credit securities positions. 

Senator Levin. All right. So it is at the shorter end of the invest- 
ment horizon. Is that correct? 

Ms. Drew. At that time, that is correct. It was in the process of 
being reduced. 


^The prepared statement of Mr. Weiland appears in the Appendix on page 111. 
2 See Exhibit No. 81, which appears in the Appendix on page 877. 
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Senator Levin. I am not asking you whether it was being re- 
duced at that time. I am asking you whether or not it was at the 
shorter end of the investment horizon. Is that correct? 

Ms. Drew. That is correct. 

Senator Levin. OK. So that in 2012, the Synthetic Credit Port- 
folio was being actively traded, right? Every week, sometimes every 
business day, CIO traders were buying and selling credit deriva- 
tives on behalf of the portfolio. Is that correct? 

Ms. Drew. Yes. 

Senator Levin. And if the portfolio grew from $51 to $157 billion, 
is it correct that by the time of your presentation by the Board of 
Directors on March 20, 2012, most of the positions would have been 
purchased during the first quarter? 

Ms. Drew. That is correct. 

Senator Levin. So these were not investments that were made 
on a very long term basis. 

Your horizon here is a shorter investment horizon, and they were 
bought and sold regularly and frequently. Is that correct? 

Ms. Drew. That is correct; however, the core position in the 
book, which was a short, high-yield position, was a long-term posi- 
tion that had been held for many years, and the intention was to 
be held longer. 

Senator Levin. All right. But when this portfolio grew in the first 
quarter from $51 to $157 billion, I take it most of those positions 
had been purchased during that quarter. Is that correct? 

Ms. Drew. They had. 

Senator Levin. Is that correct? 

Ms. Drew. That is correct. 

Senator Levin. And these trades were made out of London, but 
when there were losses, for instance, that $6.2 billion in losses that 
took place over 2012, that affected JPMorgan’s balance sheet and 
its earnings. Is that correct? Those losses, even though the trades 
were made in London 

Ms. Drew. Yes, certainly it did. 

Senator Levin. OK. Did the London traders have to get approval 
of the CIO risk managers like you to put on positions? 

Let me ask Mr. Weiland that question. Did the London traders 
get the approval of CIO risk managers like you to put on these po- 
sitions? 

Mr. Weiland. Not for individual trades. The traders in London 
worked within a set of delegated limits. 

Senator Levin. All right. And so they did not get approval from 
you for the positions they were putting on? 

Mr. Weiland. Not individual trades. As long as they were work- 
ing within their limits. 

Senator Levin. Is that what you call “positions? ” 

Mr. Weiland. Is what I call “positions? ” Sorry. 

Senator Levin. The individual trades, the positions they were 
taking, they did not get your approval. Is that correct? 

Mr. Weiland. Not one by one, no. 

Senator Levin. On January 30, 2012, the CIO met with the OCC 
at their standard quarterly meeting to discuss the CIO’s upcoming 
plans. The CIO’s chief financial officer, John Wilmot, represented 
the bank at the meeting with the OCC. 
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Now, Ms. Drew, take a look, if you would, at Exhibit No. 58. ^ Ex- 
hibit No. 58 is the OCC’s summary of that January 30 meeting, 
and in interviews both the OCC examiner, Mr. Berg, who attended 
the meeting and wrote the summary, and Mr. Wilmot, who at- 
tended, confirmed to the Subcommittee that the notes were accu- 
rate. 

About two-thirds down that page. Exhibit No. 58, the OCC re- 
ports what it was told by JPMorgan: “The MTM book” — that is the 
mark to market book, consisted primarily of the Synthetical Credit 
Portfolio — “is decreasing in size in 2012. It is expected that the 
risk- weighted assets (RWA) will decrease from $70 billion to $40 
billion.” 

Do you see that note two-thirds down the page on Exhibit No. 
58 where it says, “The MTM book is decreasing in size in 2012?” 
Do you see that? 

Ms. Drew. Yes. 

Senator Levin. OK. Now, Ms. Drew, in fact, the SCP was rapidly 
increasing in size in the first quarter of 2012. Is that correct? You 
can see on the chart over here. Exhibit No. la.^ Is that correct? 

Ms. Drew. In the first quarter, that is correct. 

Senator Levin. So, again, this meeting took place January 31, 
and the OCC was told that the book was decreasing in size. In fact, 
it was increasing in size. 

Now, also in the first quarter of 2012, the CIO stopped sending 
standard data to the OCC that might have alerted the agency to 
the portfolio’s growth. Eor 4 key months, from January to April, 
the CIO did not send to the OCC its Executive Management Report 
with its financial data. In Eebruary and March, it did not send 
to the OCC its Valuation Control Group reports with verified 
profit/loss data for the Synthetic Credit Portfolio. 

Is that true, Ms. Drew? Those reports were not sent during those 
months. Is that true? 

Ms. Drew. I do not know. Senator. I had no part of reports being 
sent to any regulators. Certainly, if I had known they were not 
being sent, I would have considered that is the wrong thing to do. 

Senator Levin. All right. So you do not know whether they were 
sent or not? 

Ms. Drew. I do not. 

Senator Levin. And if they were not sent, you do not know why. 

Ms. Drew. I do not. 

Senator Levin. And who was in charge of getting those reports 
to the OCC that suddenly were missing during Eebruary and 
March? 

Ms. Drew. It is my understanding that both Risk and Einance 
are 

Senator Levin. People. Give us the names of people, if you 
would. Who would have been in charge of that? 

Ms. Drew. I do not have a specific person, but within the Risk 
and the Einance organizations, any and all contact was made with 
the OCC. 


^See Exhibit No. 58, which appears in the Appendix on page 807. 
2 See Exhibit No. la, which appears in the Appendix on page 511. 
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Senator Levin. Mr. Weiland, do you know the answer to that 
question? 

Mr. Weiland. I do not. 

Senator Levin. Do you know why those reports suddenly were 
not sent? 

Mr. Weiland. I do not know why they were not sent, no. 

Senator Levin. Who was in charge of sending them? 

Mr. Weiland. I do not know the people who were responsible for 
sending the reports to the regulators, the individual people. My un- 
derstanding is that normally that is part of the Finance function. 

Senator Levin. OK. Maybe we can find out later from our next 
witnesses as to why reports suddenly were not being sent to the 
OCC during those critical months. 

Mr. Weiland, take a look at Exhibit No. 47, ^ would you? 

Mr. Weiland. Sure. 

Senator Levin. This is an email dated March 2, 2012. It was sent 
to you by one of the quantitative analysts at the bank, Mr. Krug, 
talking about CIO “comprehensive risk measure (CRM) results.” 
The OCC now requires all national banks to use this risk measure 
to calculate how much money could be lost in a year in a worst- 
case scenario. It was not a requirement in 2012, but it was about 
to become a requirement. And in anticipation of that, when this 
email was written, JPMorgan had already begun requiring its of- 
fices to start calculating their comprehensive risk measure. So that 
was in part because the OCC was also going to, and now does, re- 
quire banks to use their CRM results to calculate their capital re- 
quirements — in other words, how much money has to come from 
shareholders and retained earnings. 

Now, Mr. Weiland, on March 2, you received this email — again. 
Exhibit No. 47 — notifying you at the bottom of the first page that 
“CRM numbers have increased significantly” at the CIO. And you 
responded: “These results, if I understand them, suggest that there 
are scenarios where the CIO tranche book” — another name for the 
Synthetic Credit Portfolio — “could lose $6 billion in 1 year.” 

You then forwarded the email to Javier Martin-Artajo in London, 
who is the head of credit trading, and you called the result “gar- 
bage.” You wrote: “We got some CRM numbers. They look like gar- 
bage, as far as I can tell, 2 to 3 times what we saw before.” 

You and your colleagues in the CIO complained about the CRM 
analysis to the head of Quantitative Research for the whole bank, 
a man whose full name is Mr. Venkatakrishnan, known as “Mr. 
Venkat.” If you look at Exhibit No. 49, ^ which includes an email 
dated March 7 at the bottom of the page from Mr. Venkat to all 
three of you, and others, explaining that the CIO’s portfolio had 
gotten $33 billion bigger in January and February, which is why 
the risk of losing so much money also shot up. 

Now, here is what he wrote, which is at the bottom of that page 
on Exhibit No. 49: “Based on our models, though, we believe that 
the $3 billion increase in RWA” — which was referenced to the 
CRM — “is entirely explained by a $33 billion notional increase in 


^See Exhibit No. 47, which appears in the Appendix on page 781. 
2 See Exhibit No. 49, which appears in the Appendix on page 786. 
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short protection (long risk) in your portfolio between January and 
February.” 

“Peter Weiland and your mid-office confirm this $33 billion no- 
tional increase in long index risk.” 

Mr. Weiland, since the SCP portfolio increased in size by about 
$33 billion in January and February, the SCP was not decreasing, 
as the CIO told the OCC on January 30. It was increasing. Is that 
correct? And Ms. Drew has already indicated that. Do you agree 
with that, it was increasing? 

Mr. Weiland. Yes, they were purchasing long positions. 

Senator Levin. But the portfolio was also increasing. Is that cor- 
rect? 

Mr. Weiland. Yes. 

Senator Levin. Mr. Weiland, the bank’s quantitative experts said 
the portfolio’s comprehensive risk measure, numbers shot up to $6 
billion in large part because its portfolio shot up in size. I under- 
stand that you had questions about that explanation at the time. 
Do you now believe that the analysts had it right, especially since 
the portfolio actually did lose $6.2 billion in a year? You now ac- 
knowledge that they got it right. 

Mr. Weiland. Yes, I acknowledge it now with all the information 
we have today that was correct. 

Senator Levin. All right. And do you think it was a coincidence 
that the CRM predicted a $6 billion loss in a year in a worst-case 
scenario and then that is what happened? Do you think that is a 
coincidence? 

Mr. Weiland. It is hard to believe that it was complete coinci- 
dence. I do not know the details of the scenarios that generated the 
number at the time, but it certainly agrees with the way things un- 
folded. 

Senator Levin. Senator McCain. 

Senator McCain. Mr. Chairman, if it is OK, Senator Johnson has 
to go, so could I yield to him? 

Senator Levin. Of course. 

Senator Johnson. Thanks, Mr. Chairman and Senator McCain. 

Mr. Bacon, seeing as you were brought in kind of to assess what 
happened here and do the postmortem, I would like to ask you a 
question. Did the management of JPMorgan and people at the 
trading desk, was there basically a pervasive attitude that 
JPMorgan was too big to fail and they could drive up their risk 
portfolio? 

Mr. Bacon. I do not believe that played a part at all. I think this 
was a set of egregious mistakes that are much regretted and not 
at all placing reliance on too big to fail, no. 

Senator Johnson. Do you believe that the Dodd-Frank Act either 
ended too big to fail or has any chance of ending too big to fail? 

Mr. Bacon. Yes, I think the work that is going on should end up 
in that place, and I think it is to the benefit of JPMorgan and the 
system generally if we do end up in that place. 

Senator Johnson. So do you believe it has already ended too big 
to fail or has the potential of ending it? 

Mr. Bacon. I think it has potential. I do not know whether it has 
ended it. I believe the work is ongoing, but I am not the individual 
working on that process most knowledgeably from JPMorgan. 
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Senator Johnson. Do you have quite a fair amount of contact 
with hank regulators yourself in your position? 

Mr. Bacon. A fair amount. 

Senator Johnson. Do you believe bank regulators are really up 
to the task of understanding the complexity of these transactions 
and understanding the limited? 

Mr. Bacon. I think the answer is generally yes, but when some- 
thing like this occurs, and we do not understand it ourselves, I 
think it makes it incredibly difficult for them to understand the de- 
tails and the context. 

Senator Johnson. OK. Well, Mr. Chairman, my time is short, 
but I guess I would just like to sum up by saying that I think the 
fact that we are even having this hearing would be evidence that 
we have not ended too big to fail, that we are still concerned about 
the activities of banks that could pose a systemic risk and danger. 

I think the goal of Congress should be to get the American tax- 
payer off the hook for what happens at the banks. I think the only 
people that should worry or, care at all whether JPMorgan lost $5 
or $6 billion on their London trading desk would be JPMorgan 
management and JPMorgan shareholders, and not Members of 
Congress. So I am certainly hoping that, these types of hearings 
and this type of investigation can get to the bottom of it so that 
we can actually end too big to fail. 

Thank you for your indulgence. 

Senator Levin. Thank you very much. Senator Johnson. Senator 
McCain. 

Senator McCain. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Weiland, you said you did not know who was responsible for 
the reports that were supposed to be made to the OCC? 

Mr. Weiland. That is correct. I do not know who sends the re- 
ports. 

Senator McCain. Do you know the office that was responsible for 
sending these reports? 

Mr. Weiland. As I said, my understanding is that the financial 
function, part of the CFO function, is responsible, the primary re- 
sponsibility for interaction with the regulators. 

Senator McCain. But you do not know who that individual might 
have been? 

Mr. Weiland. I do not. 

Senator McCain. JPMorgan is just so big that you really do not 
know who would have a very serious responsibility to make re- 
quired reports to the OCC. Is that correct? 

Mr. Weiland. That is correct. 

Senator McCain. Well, do you know the individual who should 
have been responsible. You do not know who that is. 

Mr. Weiland. I do not know. 

Senator McCain. Ms. Drew, your former boss, Jamie Dimon, 
criticized the performance of the SCP saying, quote, made a ter- 
rible egregious mistake, no excuse for it, we knew we were sloppy, 
we know we were stupid, we know there was bad judgment. 

Do you share your former boss’ assessment of the SCP? 

Ms. Drew. Now that I understand all that transpired during that 
time, including deception and risk control issues, yes, I do agree. 
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Senator McCain. You have maintained that the SCP existed to 
hedge risk, but in a Subcommittee interview, you could only pro- 
vide a “guesstimate” when asked exactly what the portfolio was de- 
signed to hedge. Do you stand by that statement as well? 

Ms. Drew. Well, certainly that was not the best word I could 
have chosen. I would say that in a $2.5 trillion balance sheet, 
macro hedges, which are fluid as the balance sheet changes, do 
change. And that is why in the response to Senator Levin I said 
the positions go up and down. They have to. It is a dynamic proc- 
ess. So it was a poor choice of words, but I would not know the 
exact amount per se of each individual hedge versus the balance 
sheet. All I know is that any hedges were limited to the balance 
sheet and its components. 

Senator McCain. Mr. Weiland, you indicated in an interview 
with the Subcommittee that it was not your job to enforce the risk 
limits, even though you were the senior risk officer at the SCP. 
Well, then, whose job was it, then, to enforce the risk limits? 

Mr. Weiland. I saw the way that was written in the report. It 
is not my recollection that I said those words. Certainly it was my 
job to enforce the risk limits in cooperation and partnership with 
the other senior management of the business. We did not — I did 
not make unilateral decisions about how to respond to risk limit 
excesses, but certainly it is part of my job. 

Senator McCain. Mr. Bacon, as early as March 30, you and your 
boss, Mr. Hogan, were notified that the international chief invest- 
ment officer in London had “lost confidence” in his team, that the 
CIO needed help with the synthetic credit book, and that they were 
clearly “in a crisis mode.” Yet Mr. Hogan said that he was sur- 
prised by the April media reports about the losses. 

Doesn’t this email indicate otherwise and suggest they should 
have acted sooner? 

Mr. Bacon. So I recall the email you are referring to. What I 
took it be referring to at the time — and I still stand by this — is that 
they had lost faith in their ability to manage their RWA number, 
that the technicals around the modeling techniques and the addi- 
tional trades to add to the book and so on were something they 
were not handling well at all, and they had asked for modeling ex- 
pertise to be inserted into their group. And I arranged for that to 
happen. 

Senator McCain. Ms. Drew, in January 2012, the CIO’s chief fi- 
nancial officer, Mr. Wilmot, assured the OCC that you planned on 
reducing the portfolio’s risk- weighted assets from $70 billion to $40 
billion, yet it tripled in size instead. Tell us what happened there. 
How does that transpire? You assure the OCC that you plan on re- 
ducing the portfolio, and yet in actuality it tripled in size. How 
does that happen? Or was the OCC misled? 

Ms. Drew. I do not think so. Senator. If you will allow me to ex- 
plain, I was not in the meeting when Mr. Wilmot met with the 
OCC. However, the plan, as signed off by all senior management, 
including myself, was to reduce the RWA over the course of the 
total 2012. We had asked for, and received, permission to have a 
slightly higher capital number for the first quarter before then em- 
barking on a rapid reduction from the second quarter forward. And 
things went terribly wrong, as we all know, and the very large pur- 
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chases that were made at the end of March were not brought to 
my attention on time. 

Senator McCain. Was it your responsibility to fully disclose the 
true nature of the SCP and its increasing size to the OCC? And did 
you? 

Ms. Drew. It is always my responsibility 

Senator McCain. Was it? 

Ms. Drew [continuing]. To be fully transparent, but it was not 
my responsibility to discuss information directly with the OCC, no, 
sir. 

Senator McCain. Mr. Weiland, you were warned in early 2012 — 
I think it is a matter of record — that risk measures predicted mas- 
sive losses. After the bank lost over $6 billion, do you stand by your 
statement that the risk measures were “garbage” and not “sen- 
sible?” 

Mr. Weiland. So you are referring to two different risk meas- 
ures. The results of the testing, which I called “garbage” — which is 
not an appropriate word and not typical of my response to these 
things, which I take very seriously — that was part of a process that 
we were working on to develop a model for the new CRM regu- 
latory capital requirements, and that was a very first reaction to 
a number that, was 2 to 3 times what we had seen previously and 
after some changes that we had made. So my first reaction was it 
does not look right. Clearly, as we discussed a little earlier, it 
turned out to be predictive. 

With respect to the CSOl, which is the second reference that you 
made, in fact, when that limit was first breached, it is true that 
the methodology we were using was not appropriate. It was decided 
to make a change. But a mistake was made in not making the 
change immediately. And that was a missed opportunity for us. 
The CSOl was a sign of something that we did not see at the time. 

Senator McCain. Back to a later email, you said, “We are work- 
ing on a new set of limits for synthetic credit, and the current CSOl 
will be replaced by something more sensible and granular.” 

Mr. Bacon, there are Firm-wide risk limits at JPMorgan. Is that 
true? 

Mr. Bacon. Yes. 

Senator McCain. Well, were those breaches ignored? 

Mr. Bacon. No, the breaches were not ignored. Specifically the 
one I expect you are referring to is the VaR breach in January at 
a Firm-wide level. It was not ignored. It caused action and esca- 
lation. It was a situation where we relied upon the explanation 
that turned out to be wrong about the new VaR model, an imple- 
mentation that was agreed by the risk management in place at the 
time, by model review, all of which failed, but reliance was erro- 
neously placed on that. 

Senator McCain. Well, let me tell you what is hard to explain 
to my constituents when their tax dollars are insuring their depos- 
its. They are going to ask. How could we possibly balloon up to a 
$6 billion loss? And basically there was not only ignoring the facts 
but sort of endorsing the behavior. And it seemed that the traders 
seemed to have more responsibility and authority than the higher- 
up executives. 
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I have to go to a town hall meeting in Arizona. You tell me what 
I am supposed to tell my constituents who with their tax dollars 
some of these deposits were insured, this kind of gambling went on, 
when, by the way, they are also having extreme difficulty in get- 
ting their home loan mortgages consummated and obtained. But 
tell me, Mr. bacon, what should I say? 

Mr. Bacon. I think, first of all, we should be clear that this 
whole thing is regrettable and unacceptable, and, we believe, iso- 
lated. But the onus of proof is on us now to demonstrate how this 
cannot happen in other places, how we weathered the financial cri- 
sis well everywhere else, and how we can make the entire Firm a 
safer place to the satisfaction of you, everybody else, and our regu- 
lators. 

This failed because the multiple things that should have caught 
it did not catch it. The two obvious ones, trading oversight and 
management oversight on the ground in London, failed completely. 
And second lines of defense, risk primarily and finance after that, 
also failed with the granularity of limits and the escalation and the 
pushback through risk committees. It would actually have been 
easy to catch this in many ways, and very regrettably, it did not 
happen. I believe we have taken corrective actions on all these 
counts. 

Senator McCain. Do you believe that JPMorgan is too big to fail? 

Mr. Bacon. I do not think it is too big to fail. I think there is 
further work that needs to be done to demonstrate and document 
that, and it is in process. I am not leading that process or deeply 
involved in it, but I think it is something that needs to be dem- 
onstrated to everybody’s satisfaction. 

Senator McCain. Thank you. I thank the witnesses. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Levin. Thank you. 

Mr. Weiland, you indicated in response to a question that it was 
your job to enforce risk limits in cooperation with senior manage- 
ment, I believe. Is that correct? 

Mr. Weiland. Yes. 

Senator Levin. Now, the bank had five key risk limits for the 
synthetic portfolio. Those risk limits may be complicated, but the 
bottom line is that they sound alarms when it looks like an invest- 
ment portfolio is putting a lot of money at risk or when it looks like 
projected losses could exceed a dollar limit that was set up ahead 
of time. 

Now, if you take a look at Exhibit No. Id ^ in your book — and it 
is up there — this chart is also up in front of you. There are Syn- 
thetic Credit Portfolio risk limit breaches. 

Now, the VaR limit was breached starting in January, and it 
then was changed. A new model was put into place, and we have 
had a little conversation about that, and we are going to have a 
lot more later on. But the breach which occurred even before the 
VaR breach was the so-called CSOl breach, and that lasted longer. 
You can see that long red block there, the CSOl breach, and the 
CSOl stands for what? 


^See Exhibit No. Id, which appears in the Appendix on page 514. 
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Mr. Weiland. Credit spread 01. It is the value of a one-basis 
point move in credit spreads. 

Senator Levin. All right. So credit spread of one basis point is 
CSOl. 

Mr. Weiland. Correct. 

Senator Levin. Now, take a look at Exhibit No. 39, ^ if you would, 
Mr. Weiland. This exhibit lists the breaches from September 20, 
2011, through April 30, 2012. It is page after page after page after 
page after page of breaches — by the way, most of them not VaR 
breaches because they changed the VaR model. 

If you look just at the breaches involving the SCP, in the last 
quarter of 2011 and the first quarter of 2012, you see a huge jump, 
6 breaches in the Synthetic Credit Portfolio to over 170 breaches. 
So from the last quarter of 2011 to the first quarter of 2012, the 
number of breaches jumped from 6 to 170. 

And then in April 2012, April alone, there were 160 breaches. So 
almost as many in that 1 month of April as the three previous 
months combined, and those 3 months had 160 — excuse me, 170 
breaches compared to the 6 breaches in the previous quarter. 

Now, would you agree that when you have that kind of a huge 
jump in risk limit breaches that is a worrisome pattern? Would you 
agree to that? 

Mr. Weiland. A large jump in risk limit breaches is a worrisome 
pattern. 

Senator Levin. OK. 

Mr. Weiland. But I would say that by April the action of halting 
trading had already occurred. Breaches and risk metrics can 
change. Even without making trades or changing positions, the 
markets move and the team was, at that point, as was written and 
mentioned somewhere else, in crisis mode trying to figure out what 
was the best way forward to escape from the position that we were 
in at that time. 

Senator Levin. Yes. And on what date had you stopped the trad- 
ing? 

Mr. Weiland. My recollection is it was after March 28. 

Senator Levin. After March 

Mr. Weiland. It is in the report somewhere. I cannot remember 
the date. 

Senator Levin. Late March? 

Mr. Weiland. Yes. 

Senator Levin. You stopped trading. When more than one risk 
limit is breached at a time, does that send a stronger signal that 
the portfolio is overly risky? 

Mr. Weiland. It may. It depends. If it is different types of meas- 
ures, it certainly does. Sometimes an individual position can trigger 
several limits just because the way the portfolio is organized. So it 
depends on the situation. 

Senator Levin. Was the Synthetic Credit Portfolio a low-risk in- 
vestment portfolio? 

Mr. Weiland. No, it was not. 

Senator Levin. Now, you have these multiple breaches that are 
going on in huge numbers in the first quarter. It took until the end 


^See Exhibit No. 39, which appears in the Appendix on page 748. 
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of March to act when those breaches were flowing in. Had you seen 
this many breaches before, by the way, in a portfolio? 

Mr. Weiland. No. What I would say was on the — there are a 
couple different circumstances. On the CSOl, as I have already 
said, we missed an opportunity there to understand some changes 
early. And given that the plan was to change the limits, it contin- 
ued to breach because we were working on the changes. And so it 
was understood there were active discussions on how to deal with 
it. So continuing to have the breaches, as long as everybody under- 
stands that those are happening, I actually thought it was a good 
thing which would help keep focus on the portfolio. 

Senator Levin. Understanding the breaches would be a good 
thing. The breaches themselves are not a good thing, are they? 

Mr. Weiland. Agreed. 

Senator Levin. All right. So now let us take a look at the CSOl 
limit. It sounds alarms when the value of derivatives in the port- 
folio drops by that specified amount; in technical terms, when the 
credit spreads widen for specified derivatives by one basis point, 
that is the reference to the 01 point. The Synthetic Credit Portfolio 
first breached the CSOl limit on January 6, 2012. It kept on 
breaching for more than 3 months. 

Then on April 19, Mr. Weiland, after the media storm hit, the 
OCC sent you an email. If you will take a look at Exhibit No. 65.^ 
It asked you about that CSOl risk limit which has been “in 
excession by 1,074 percent” for 71 days. 

Now, when the email says “in excession by 1,074 percent,” it 
means the Synthetic Credit Portfolio has breached the risk limit by 
more than 1,000 percent. Is that correct? 

Mr. Weiland. Correct. 

Senator Levin. So it was over 10 times the limit, and in that Ex- 
hibit No. 39,2 which we discussed earlier, which was the list of the 
breaches, it indicates that on April 19 the limit was $5 million, but 
the projected SCP losses, if the credit spreads widened one basis 
point, could be $59 million. Is that correct? 

Mr. Weiland. Correct. 

Senator Levin. Do you see that? 

Mr. Weiland. Yes. 

Senator Levin. Now, you responded to the OCC inquiry by say- 
ing, “We are working on a new set of limits for synthetic credit and 
the current CSOl will be replaced by something more sensible and 
granular.” So you were ignoring the 1,000-percent breach limit for 
71 days because the CSOl limit was not “sensible.” So if the risk 
limit was outdated or not sensible, why did it take that long to up- 
date it when bank policy requires and the OCC requires that risk 
limits be updated every year? Why wasn’t the CSOl limit updated? 

Mr. Weiland. Yes, I mean 

Senator Levin. As a matter of fact, they had not been updated 
since 2009, had they? 

Mr. Weiland. The CSOl limit had been the same since 2009. 

Senator Levin. Even though the policy of the bank was it is sup- 
posed to be updated every year, this thing had been in breach now 


^See Exhibit No. 65, which appears in the Appendix on page 829. 
2 See Exhibit No. 39, which appears in the Appendix on page 748. 
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for 71 days and by 1,000 percent. So there it sat for 3 years when 
you got a rule in the bank and an OCC rule saying you update it 
every year, but 71 days go by looking like that. Now, how do you 
explain that? 

Mr. Weiland. We were in the midst of a limit re-evaluation at 
that time, at the same time 

Senator Levin. For 3 years? 

Mr. Weiland. No, which was begun in the summer of 2011, but 
at the time, there were a lot of changes going on both in the regu- 
latory environment and in the market. We were very focused on 
getting the regulatory capital models up to speed and working 
properly and adjusting the business to deal with those. Those 
things took priority. Again, this is another, mistake of ours, but it 
was all in good faith, and it was with, what we knew at the time 
to be the case that the change in that limit just did not take first 
priority at that time. 

Senator Levin. For 3 years you were supposed to have been look- 
ing at that risk limit every year. You did not revise it. Now, this 
tide hits you for 70 days, by 1,000 percent. That is 10 times the 
limit breached for 70 straight days. It was outdated anyway. It 
happened despite the OCC regulation, which you ignore year after 
year. 

Now, Ms. Drew, were you aware of the 4-month-long breach? 

Ms. Drew. Yes. 

Senator Levin. Why didn’t you fix it? 

Ms. Drew. My understanding was that it was in the process of 
being reviewed, and I was told by Risk that it was not a useful 
limit and that it was going to be replaced with a more useful limit 
which was being worked on in the risk group inside and outside 
CIO. 

Senator Levin. Now, if you look at Exhibit No. 54, ^ Ms. Drew, 
here is what you said when the CIO’s chief risk officer Irvin Gold- 
man wrote to you about this breach in an email dated February 13, 
2012. He said, “We have a global credit csbpv limit.” That is, as 
I understand it, the 01 limit. That is another name for the CSOl 
limit. So Mr. Goldman went on as follows: “It was set up at the 
initiation of the credit book. Unfortunately we have been breaching 
for most of the year.” 

This is how you responded, Ms. Drew. You said, “I have no mem- 
ory of this limit.” I think you just told us that you were aware of 
the breach of that limit, but you told him you did not have memory 
of the limit. 

Ms. Drew. That is correct. I did not know there was a global 
csbpv limit as well as a csbpv limit, and Mr. Goldman referred in 
the email to a global csbpv limit, and I probably simply misunder- 
stood. And that is why I followed it by saying the limit needs to 
be recast with all the other limits, which was a review that I was 
assured was ongoing, had actually been started, and was making 
some progress. 

Senator Levin. Did you know that these limits were supposed to 
be reviewed every year? 

Ms. Drew. Yes. 


^See Exhibit No. 54, which appears in the Appendix on page 797. 
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Senator Levin. Were you aware of the fact that it had not been 
reviewed every year? 

Ms. Drew. I do not recall. 

Senator Levin. Were you aware that it was 1,000 percent over 
the limit? 

Ms. Drew. No, I was not. 

Senator Levin. Senator McCain. 

Senator McCain. I have no further questions. 

Senator Levin. Thank you. Very quickly, and then we are going 
to take a break and add to our panel. 

There is a second risk limit on this chart. Exhibit No. Id.^ It is 
known as the value-at-risk, which sets a dollar limit on how much 
money is at risk for being lost over the course of a day in ordinary 
market conditions. 

A mathematical model is used to evaluate how much value an in- 
vestment portfolio is putting at risk. If the value-at-risk exceeds 
the VaR limit established for the portfolio, notice then goes out to 
the risk managers. 

Now, here the Synthetic Credit Portfolio breached both the CIO 
and bank-wide VaR limits for several days starting on January 16, 
and then breached them again for 4 days starting on January 24 . 
CEO Jamie Dimon personally approved a temporary increase in 
the VaR limit, as a matter of fact, until the CIO then rushed 
through approval of a new VaR model, which we referred to, which 
was effectively an end run around the risk limit. 

So now when it was activated on January 27 , it resulted in an 
overnight drop. When the new VaR limit was activated, suddenly 
there was an overnight drop by 50 percent in the CIO’s VaR re- 
sults. The breach ended without the SCP having to get rid of a sin- 
gle risky investment. 

Now, under the old model, the CIO’s VaR was $132 million. That 
is how much money was at risk of loss in a 1-day period. When the 
new model took effect, even though the portfolio had the same 
risky credit derivatives, its value at risk, its VaR, was suddenly cut 
in half. Now it is $66 million. And guess what? That new amount 
was way under the VaR limit. 

Now, Ms. Drew, how did you know the new VaR model was going 
to be more accurate? 

Ms. Drew. Well, Senator, the VaR model was a change and a re- 
view that had been ongoing for not 1, not 2, but 7 months by the 
independent risk modeling group, and my understanding was it 
had gone through quite a few iterations before it arrived in its final 
form as a correct measure, one that I relied on very heavily to 
manage the position. 

Senator Levin. Did you backtest the new model against the old 
data? 

Ms. Drew. That would have been done in Risk, sir. 

Senator Levin. Do you know whether it was done? 

Ms. Drew. I do not. 

Senator Levin. You saw the Model Review Group approved the 
new VaR model, but didn’t they also say when they approved it 
that the CIO had to automate the data entry? Isn’t that true? 


^See Exhibit No. Id, which appears in the Appendix on page 514. 
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Ms. Drew. If they did, that would have been an order that would 
have gone to Risk. 

Senator Levin. Well, so you are not aware that they said that 
you had to automate the data entry when they approved this VaR 
model, right? 

Ms. Drew. At the time I was not. I am aware of that now. 

Senator Levin. OK. Now, you said there was no backtesting that 
was done. Is that correct? 

Ms. Drew. I do not believe I said that. I said I do not know 
whether 

Senator Levin. You do not know. OK. Take a look at Exhibit No. 
98,1 if yQ^ would. And it is page 104. This is what the review said 
about what happened when this new VaR was put in place: “The 
Model Review Group required only limited backtesting of the new 
model. . . . That is No. 1. It was critical of that limited 
backtesting. “And it insufficiently analyzed the results that were 
submitted.” 

So now you have a situation where you have a new VaR that is 
dropped in there. It cuts the VaR in half, suddenly, boom, there is 
no longer a breach. And the new VaR was approved, but when it 
was approved, it was approved with the requirement that there be 
only limited backtesting of the new model, instead of backtesting 
it to see whether or not it was workable. And it insufficiently ana- 
lyzed the results that were submitted. So it produced lower VaRs. 
It was full of operational errors that the bank knew about — ordered 
corrected, by the way — and did not supply the funds despite mul- 
tiple requests to deal with the operational errors. 

Mr. Bacon, what do you think of a VaR model that drops the 
CIO’s VaR by 50 percent overnight? What do you think about that? 

Mr. Bacon. I think it is something which would require a lot of 
inquiry and explanation. 

Senator Levin. Like backtesting? 

Mr. Bacon. Yes. 

Senator Levin. It deserves backtesting? 

Mr. Bacon. Yes. 

Senator Levin. But it did not get it here. 

Mr. Bacon. I think it got insufficient 

Senator Levin. Limited. 

Mr. Bacon. Correct, yes. 

Senator Levin. And then what it did provide, the insufficient 
data the limited backtesting did provide, was not even analyzed. Is 
that correct? 

Mr. Bacon. It is absolutely not the way to do it. 

Senator Levin. But it was not even analyzed. Is that correct? 

Mr. Bacon. I do not know if it was analyzed. 

Senator Levin. Well, that is what the report said. 

Mr. Bacon. OK. Then I am sure that was right. 

Senator Levin. The VaR model, the new one, depended on ana- 
lyzing a daily stream of new trading data. Instead of constructing 
an automated database that automatically would feed the daily 
trading data into a VaR model, Mr. Hagan, the model designer, a 
Ph.D., was stuck with having to manually enter the trading data 


^See Exhibit No. 98, which appears in the Appendix on page 963. 
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every night using spreadsheets which had calculation and formula 
errors. 

In other words, the new key value-at-risk model for the CIO’s 
$350 billion portfolio, including the Synthetic Credit Portfolio, was 
being run manually using error-prone spreadsheets with oper- 
ational flaws. 

Mr. Weiland, did you know that Mr. Hagan was doing nightly 
manual data entry and sometimes staying up into the wee hours 
of the night to get it done? Were you aware of that fact? 

Mr. Weiland. I was not aware of the details of the manual work 
he was doing. I did know there were spreadsheets involved, and I 
did know that Mr. Hagan often stayed late at night. 

Senator Levin. Mr. Bacon, the OCC told us that the operational 
problems — the spreadsheets, the lack of an automated database, 
the calculation and formula errors which lower these VaR results — 
were shocking and absolutely unacceptable. Do you agree? 

Mr. Bacon. I do. 

Senator Levin. Ms. Drew, why did the bank model review that 
approved the VaR knowing that there were problems and then 
allow it to operate in such a shoddy fashion? Why did the bank 
allow that to happen? 

Ms. Drew. It is very disappointing. I have no idea. The Risk 
Modeling Group is an independent group staffed by very well 
trained and educated Ph.D.s who run the models, and I am cer- 
tainly very disappointed that it was not reviewed properly and that 
it was delivered to me in poor form. 

Senator Levin. Did Mr. Hagan work for your group? 

Ms. Drew. He did, in London. 

Senator Levin. What bothers me, if you will take a look at Chart 
Id^, it is not just that the multiple risk limits were breached, and 
so frequently; they were not even really limits. Nobody was told to 
stop trading because of a risk limit breach. No one investigated the 
trading because of the breaches. Mr. Bacon, should someone have 
investigated risky trading activities that triggered all these 
breaches? Isn’t that the point of breaches, that someone would in- 
vestigate the breaches? 

Mr. Bacon. Yes, Senator. 

Senator Levin. Another thing that bothers me is that the bank’s 
reaction has been to criticize the CIO’s old risk limits as inad- 
equate and add a bunch of new ones. So there used to be five big 
risk limits. OK? Now it has gone to 230 risk limits for the Syn- 
thetic Credit Portfolio. 

It misses the point. It was not that the Synthetic Credit Portfolio 
had too few risk limits. It was that risk management personnel did 
not enforce the ones they had. I do not see how piling on another 
225 risk limits solves anything. 

Now, do you want to comment on that? 

Mr. Bacon. Yes. I very much agree with you that the first failure 
is not to escalate and remediate when the risk limits you have in 
place are already telling you something. So I do agree with that. 
And one of the changes is an alteration to our policies and proce- 
dures whereby automatically, if there is a Firm-wide or line of 


^See Exhibit No. Id, which appears in the Appendix on page 514. 
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business limit breach for 3 days, it goes all the way to the Firm- 
wide Risk Committee containing Mr. Dimon, our CFO, myself, ev- 
erybody. So that is now automatic. 

I think on the question of whether it is necessary to have more 
limits, although this particular egregious mistake was caught by a 
small number of limits, if you had followed up on them, there are 
other mistakes you could make that may not have been caught by 
a small set of limits, which is why we want to be safer than that. 

Senator Levin. Thank you. Senator McCain, do you have any- 
thing right now? 

Senator McCain. No. 

Senator Levin. We are going to take a 5-minute break here, and 
we are going to then widen our panel. It will give us an oppor- 
tunity to use the restrooms, if anybody needs to do that. It is going 
to be very brief, though. We will be back in 5 minutes. [Recess.] 

OK. We will be back in order. 

We will now add to our panel and call two additional witnesses 
to the hearing: Michael Cavanagh, the head of the JPMorgan 
Chase Management Task Force reviewing CIO losses and the Co- 
Chief Executive Officer of the Corporate and Investment Bank at 
JPMorgan Chase; and Douglas Braunstein, the current Vice Chair- 
man and former Chief Financial Officer from 2010 to 2012 at 
JPMorgan Chase. 

I appreciate very much both of you being with us this morning. 
We look forward to your testimony. And as you may have heard, 
pursuant to the rules of this Subcommittee, all witnesses who tes- 
tify before us are required to be sworn, so I would ask that each 
of you rise and raise your right hand. Do you swear that the testi- 
mony that you are about to give to this Subcommittee will be the 
truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth, so help you, 
God? 

Mr. Cavanagh. I do. 

Mr. Braunstein. I do. 

Senator Levin. Were you here and do you know about the timing 
system? If you have opening statements now — ^you do? 

Mr. Cavanagh. There we go. May I? 

Senator Levin. Yes. 

TESTIMONY OF MICHAEL J. CAVANAGH, i HEAD OF JPMORGAN 

CHASE & CO. MANAGEMENT TASK FORCE REVIEWING CIO 

LOSSES, CO-CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER, CORPORATE AND 

INVESTMENT BANK, JPMORGAN CHASE & CO., NEW YORK, 

NEW YORK 

Mr. Cavanagh. Chairman Levin, Ranking Member McCain, and 
Members of this Committee, my name is Michael Cavanagh, and 
I am the co-CEO of the Corporate and Investment Bank at 
JPMorgan. As you know, I recently led a task force that conducted 
a review of the circumstances surrounding the 2012 losses in 
JPMorgan’s Chief Investment Office. I appreciate the opportunity 
today to discuss the task force’s work, to describe what we found, 
as well as the steps JPMorgan is taking in response. 


^The prepared statement of Mr. Cavanagh appears in the Appendix on page 117. 
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Some of what we found was, frankly, very disappointing and does 
not reflect our institution at its best. That said, we have addressed 
the issues head-on and are determined to become a better company 
because of this experience. We have fully cooperated with the Sub- 
committee during the course of its inquiry, and as noted in my 
written statement, we respect the key role the Subcommittee has 
played in highlighting the importance of effective risk management 
and oversight of our Nation’s financial institutions. We also appre- 
ciate the courtesies extended to us by your staff. 

As you know, earlier this year our task force issued a report 
which was the culmination of an extensive review. The work in- 
cluded interviews of many current and former JPMorgan employ- 
ees and the examination of millions of pages of documents and tens 
of thousands of audiofiles. The work was overseen by an inde- 
pendent review committee of our board of directors. We have also 
been cooperating with ongoing inquiries by governmental authori- 
ties, both here and in the United Kingdom. 

Because our findings are already public and are set forth in my 
written testimony, I am not going to discuss them in detail now. 
Instead, I would like to briefly summarize our key conclusions and 
then describe the steps we have taken to address the problems we 
found. 

In short, the losses were the result of a number of acts and omis- 
sions, some involving personnel and some involving governance. 
Those responsible, in our view, include, to varying degrees: The 
traders who designed and implemented the flawed trades, the man- 
agers who failed to properly vet the strategy and ensure that it was 
sound, the risk managers who failed to serve as a robust check on 
the trading activity, and the senior management of the Firm who 
failed to ensure that CIO was subject to the same type of rigorous 
oversight as other parts of the Firm. 

In light of what we found, the Firm has taken wide-ranging re- 
medial actions, both within CIO and throughout the Firm, to pre- 
vent incidents similar to this from occurring in the future. These 
are described in detail in the task force report, but I would like to 
briefly highlight for the Subcommittee some of the more significant 
steps we have taken. 

First, the Firm has terminated the employment or accepted the 
resignations of the responsible CIO personnel and pursued 
clawbacks of compensation. 

Second, JPMorgan has appointed a new CIO leadership team 
which has refocused CIO on its basic mandate. 

Third, the Firm has increased resources for the key risk and fi- 
nance control functions within CIO. 

Fourth, CIO has implemented new or restructured limits cov- 
ering a broad and granular set of risk parameters. 

And, fifth, the Firm has adopted a variety of governance meas- 
ures to improve its oversight and control of CIO. 

The Firm’s remedial efforts, though, have not been limited to 
CIO. The Firm has, among other things, conducted a comprehen- 
sive self-assessment of its entire risk organization and, as a result, 
is implementing a series of improvements across the entire Firm. 
Where there is room to improve, we can and will do so. 
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With respect to the trading itself, we have learned many hard 
lessons, in particular, that any future portfolio hedging will be sub- 
ject to appropriate monitoring requirements with documentation 
linking the hedge to the risk it is designed to offset. 

So, in conclusion, I want to assure you that this experience has 
caused substantial and healthy introspection at the senior manage- 
ment level of our Firm and recognition of the need for continued 
improvement. 

Thank you, and I look forward to taking your questions. 

Senator Levin. Thank you, Mr. Cavanagh. Mr. Braunstein. 

TESTIMONY OF DOUGLAS L. BRAUNSTEIN, CURRENT VICE 

CHAIRMAN, FORMER CHIEF FINANCIAL OFFICER (2010-2012), 

JPMORGAN CHASE & CO., NEW YORK, NEW YORK 

Mr. Braunstein. Thank you. Chairman Levin, Ranking Member 
McCain, and Members of this Committee. My name is Doug 
Braunstein, and I serve as a Vice Chairman of JPMorgan Chase. 
From 2010 to 2012, I served as Executive Vice President and Chief 
Financial Officer of JPMorgan. Thank you for the opportunity to 
participate in today’s hearing. Mr. Cavanagh has already made a 
statement on behalf of the Firm. I look forward to answering your 
questions today. 

Senator Levin. Thank you very much. 

During our investigation we came across a number of examples 
of the bank giving the OCC examiners a hard time. In 2010, ac- 
cording to an OCC email of May 2012, when the OCC concluded 
an exam of the CIO and told you, Ms. Drew, that the CIO needed 
to do a better job documenting its risk and investment decisions, 
you sternly told the OCC that they were being overly intrusive and 
that there was little need for more documentation since Jamie 
Dimon was aware of the CIO’s investment activities. A record of 
your reaction is at Exhibit No. 71, ^ and that is a May 2012 email. 

When Mr. Waterhouse, the OCC Examiner-In-Charge (ETC), re- 
counted that 2010 incident, the first paragraph, this is what he 
wrote: “Just for your information (EYI). We did an examination of 
the CIO at the end of 2010 and have a followup planned soon. Now, 
this email is May of 2012. “We had some concerns about overall 
governance and transparency of the activities. We received a lot of 
pushback from the bank, Ina Drew in particular, regarding our 
comments. In fact, she called OCC examiner Ered Crumlish in Lon- 
don and sternly’ discussed our conclusion with him for 45 minutes. 
Basically, she said that investment decisions are made with the full 
understanding of executive management including Jamie Dimon. 
She said that everyone knows what is going on and there is little 
need for more limits, controls, or reports.” 

So, Ms. Drew, according to this email, you said that CIO’s invest- 
ment decisions were made with the full understanding of the exec- 
utive management. Is that true? 

Ms. Drew. Yes, that is true. 

Senator Levin. Now, according to OCC Examiner-in-Charge 
Scott Waterhouse, in January or Eebruary 2012, the bank stopped 
sending the Investment Bank’s daily profit and loss (P&L) data to 


^See Exhibit No. 71, which appears in the Appendix on page 843. 
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the OCC. Just plain stopped sending those documents. No notice, 
no explanation, no profit or loss data for the investment bank, one 
of the Nation’s largest. This is the investment bank we are talking 
about. 

According to Mr. Waterhouse, the OCC had to escalate the issue 
to you, Mr. Braunstein, Chief Financial Officer of the bank, to re- 
verse the decision, which you did. During a meeting between you, 
Mr. Braunstein, Mr. Dimon, and Mr. Waterhouse, it became clear 
that it was Mr. Dimon who was responsible for directing the data 
cutoff. Is that correct, Mr. Braunstein? 

Mr. Braunstein. Yes, sir. 

Senator Levin. Now, did the bank stop sending the OCC daily 
profit and loss data for the Investment Bank for a period of time? 
Was it a week, or how long was it? 

Mr. Braunstein. I think. Senator, it was approximately 2 weeks. 

Senator Levin. Two weeks. Then did you restore that data to the 
OCC? 

Mr. Braunstein. Yes, sir, I did. 

Senator Levin. And did Mr. Dimon say why he had ordered the 
data stopped? 

Mr. Braunstein. Prior to stopping the data, a number of regu- 
lators had breaches in some of the information that we had shared 
with them. There had been mistaken losses of information, and so 
we wanted to ensure that prior to restarting the data that we had 
adequate controls in place to ensure that the data got to the regu- 
lators and only to the regulators. 

Senator Levin. And did you notify them that was your reason? 

Mr. Braunstein. I did speak to them during the course of that 
period of time. 

Senator Levin. And you told them that was the reason that in- 
formation was not coming to them? 

Mr. Braunstein. During that 

Senator Levin. That January-February time, during that 2-week 
period when you were not delivering the data and you ordered it 
restored — apparently there was some heat in the conversation, al- 
legedly. But in any event, you ordered that data restored. Did you 
during that period tell the OCC why you were stopping that data? 
That is my question. 

Mr. Braunstein. Senator, I believe actually the time period was 
earlier, but I do recall somewhere in that period of time having a 
conversation to explain why we had turned the data off. 

Senator Levin. And who did you talk to? 

Mr. Braunstein. I cannot recall if it was Mr. Waterhouse or Mr. 
Crumlish. 

Senator Levin. And what you gave as the explanation for sud- 
denly cutting that data off is the same explanation you gave to 
them. Is that what you are saying? 

Mr. Braunstein. I expressed that concern and then told them 
that I would turn the data back on. 

Senator Levin. Was Mr. Dimon unhappy when the data was 
turned back on? 

Mr. Braunstein. I do not recall the specifics of his reaction, sir. 

Senator Levin. You do not recall that there was some very deep 
unhappiness there when it was restored, despite his order? 
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Mr. Braunstein. I do not recall the specifics of that interaction, 
sir. 

Senator Levin. How about the generalities of it? 

Mr. Braunstein. As I said, I do not recollect the specifics of that 
meeting. 

Senator Levin. Now, sometimes the bank went further and gave 
wrong information to the OCC. We showed already today that in 
the January 30 quarterly meeting, CIO said that it was reducing 
the size of the Synthetic Credit Portfolio when, in fact, it was not. 
But here are some more examples of wrong information from 
JPMorgan, and these come after the media exposed the whale 
trades and the OCC starting asking the bank for some hard num- 
bers. 

The Synthetic Credit Portfolio was a mark-to-market portfolio, 
which means again that the value of the portfolio was measured 
and recorded internally every day. On April 16 — again, this is after 
the media storm hit — the bank met with the OCC and provided its 
first presentation on the Synthetic Credit Portfolio. 

Ms. Drew, you were present for the briefing to the OCC, and at 
that briefing the bank told the OCC that the first quarter losses 
were $580 million, and that is in Exhibit No. 60. ^ But, actually, the 
losses at the end of the first quarter, on March 31, had been re- 
ported inside the bank as $719 million. And there, if you will take 
a look at Exhibit No. Ig,^ this is a list that was provided, I believe 
in May, of all of the internal profit and loss reports. And if you will 
look there, you can see that on March 30 it was $719 million, ac- 
cording to the bank’s internal reports, but what was reported to the 
OCC was $580 million. 

Now, not only that, but on the Friday before the Monday, April 
16 public report that I think you were involved in, Mr. Braunstein, 
the bank met with the OCC, and losses by then had more than 
doubled to $1.2 billion. 

So before the April 16 conference call, two things had happened 
here: 

One is that the report to the OCC that the first quarter losses 
were $580 million was wrong; according to the bank’s own records, 
it was $719 million. 

And then, the Friday before April 16, the losses had more than 
doubled to $1.2 billion. 

So, first, Ms. Drew, why did you tell the OCC that the first quar- 
ter losses were $580 million when the losses were $719 million? 

Ms. Drew. Senator, the number I reported was the number that 
I believed was accurate. Finance added, as it always does after the 
quarter end, reserves on top of mark-to-market losses. The aggre- 
gate of the two is the correct number that was given to the OCC. 

Senator Levin. I think this is separate from the reserve. I think 
the losses as reported here on this chart were $719 million 

Ms. Drew. The number I reported was the number that was 
given to me as calculated by central Risk and Finance, and that is 
the number I reported 


1 See Exhibit No. 60, which appears in the Appendix on page 809. 

2 See Exhibit No. Ig, which appears in the Appendix on page 517. 
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Senator Levin. So whatever number was given to you. So you do 
not know whether that number was accurate or not. You just used 
the number that was given to you. 

Ms. Drew. No. That number agreed with the total consolidated 
profit and loss statement that was given to me the day I met with 
the regulators, and it was reviewed by my chief financial officer. I 
knew that number to be the correct number. 

Senator Levin. OK. Then when you met with the OCC on April 
16, that was the number you gave them. Is that correct? 

Ms. Drew. I gave them whatever number was confirmed to me 
by Finance. 

Senator Levin. Well, I want you to look at Exhibit Ig.^ 

Ms. Drew. Yes, I am looking at the exhibit. 

Senator Levin. The first quarter was March 30, right? And do 
you see that $719 million? Is that correct? And then take a look 
at April 13. Do you see that number on April 13? 

Ms. Drew. Yes. 

Senator Levin. One point 2 billion dollars, do you see that? 

Ms. Drew. Yes. 

Senator Levin. So the number you gave to OCC on April 16 was 
$580 million, but your internal report shows $1.2 billion. So the 
Friday before you met with the OCC, your internal report showed 
a $1.2 billion loss, according to your records, but you told the OCC 
that the losses were $580 million. Why not give them the loss as 
of April 13, the Friday before you met with them? 

Ms. Drew. The OCC, to the best of my knowledge — and I asked 
this question — had profit and loss daily reports. The number I gave 
to the OCC was 

Senator Levin. Say that again? 

Ms. Drew. To the best of my knowledge, the OCC was given 
daily mark-to-market reports of the CIO’s activities. 

Senator Levin. So you are saying that all during this period, 
January, February, March, and April, the OCC had your daily prof- 
it and loss reports? 

Ms. Drew. That is my understanding. 

Senator Levin. For the Synthetic Credit Portfolio? 

Ms. Drew. For the total CIO mark-to-market activities of which 
the Synthetic Credit Portfolio was included. 

Senator Levin. Was that identified, by the way, separately? The 
dailies? 

Ms. Drew. I am sorry. 

Senator Levin. Was the SCP identified separately on those re- 
ports that 

Ms. Drew. That I do not know. 

Senator Levin. I think you are inaccurate about this, but we will 
find out from the OCC. Senator McCain. 

Senator McCain. Well, thank you, Mr. Chairman 

Ms. Drew. This is all to the best of my knowledge. Thank you. 

Senator McCain. Mr. Braunstein, let me be clear for the record. 
By regulation, regular reports are required to go to the OCC. Is 
that correct? 

Mr. Braunstein. I believe so, sir. 


^See Exhibit No. Ig, which appears in the Appendix on page 517. 
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Senator McCain. And yet Mr. Dimon then made the decision for 
2 weeks at a very critical time not to send reports to the OCC. Is 
that correct? 

Mr. Braunstein. That is correct, sir, based on a concern about 
the confidentiality of those reports. 

Senator McCain. Well, with normal citizens, normal enterprises, 
if by regulation you are required to do something, and you do not 
want to do it, then you seek avenues to avoid it. Do we live in a 
world, Mr. Braunstein, that government regulations of our business 
and our lives, we just decide, well, we are not — because we are con- 
cerned about something, we are not going to comply with regula- 
tions? Is that how JPMorgan works? 

Mr. Braunstein. No, sir, it does not. 

Senator McCain. Did it work that way in this case? 

Mr. Braunstein. Senator, the report in question, I am not cer- 
tain, but I am not aware that was a report required to be provided 
to the regulators. We also were concerned about the loss of some 
confidential information. We wanted to ensure that we had proce- 
dures in place to avoid that going forward. 

Senator McCain. Well, I guess we can find out whether those re- 
ports are required or not, although I believe they are, but I will 
have our staff check. But was there any other time where an execu- 
tive decision was made, we will not send these reports to the OCC? 

Mr. Braunstein. Not that I am aware of, sir. 

Senator McCain. It seems to me it is remarkable that if you are 
required to make reports or have been, even, making reports regu- 
larly to regulators on a routine basis, the timing is very interesting 
of this, just decides not to give a report. I am not sure that there 
are many organizations, companies, and corporations in America 
that could get away with such a thing, and, frankly, it is kind of 
a testimony to the lack of action on the part of the regulators if 
they expected those reports. 

I would like to go back to this email from Scott Waterhouse to 
Mike Brosnan. It says, “We did an examination of the CIO at the 
end of 2010 and have a followup planned soon. We had some con- 
cerns about overall governance and transparency of the activities. 
We received a lot of pushback from the bank, Ina Drew in par- 
ticular, regarding our comments. In fact, Ina called Crumlish when 
he was in London and ‘sternly’ discussed our conclusions with him 
for 45 minutes. Basically she said that investment decisions are 
made with the full understanding of executive management includ- 
ing Jamie Dimon.” 

Did that include you, those decisions that you were fully — had 
full understanding of the investments that were made? 

Mr. Braunstein. Senator, I am not familiar with what specifi- 
cally Ina was referring to in that statement. I was certainly 
aware 

Senator McCain. Well, let me try and help you out. She was re- 
ferring to their concerns about overall governance and trans- 
parency of the activities. 

Mr. Braunstein. I would say. Senator, we endeavored to be fully 
transparent with the regulators, and I would certainly have sup- 
ported that transparency. As to the specific investment decisions, 
I was certainly aware of the synthetic credit product. 
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Senator McCain. You said on the April 13 call that the Firm was 
“very comfortable” with the positions in the SCP. As Mr. Cavanagh 
pointed out, that statement was wrong, of course. 

When did you learn that your statement was false? And did you 
take any efforts to correct the record? 

Mr. Braunstein. Senator, based on the benefit of hindsight, the 
bank and I were both misinformed and incorrect when I said that 
we were “very comfortable.” 

Based on the information that I had available to me at the time, 
from a whole range of sources — CIO, Risk, independent work 
done — I believed that to be true. As soon as I discovered that there 
were behavior patterns inconsistent, subsequent to April 13, in the 
portfolio’s performance, myself, Mr. Dimon, and John Hogan, began 
a much deeper inquiry. 

Senator McCain. Besides the traders who mismarked the book, 
who should be held accountable or has anyone been held account- 
able aside from the traders for breaching JPMorgan’s own internal 
risk limits and adjusting the risk models? 

Mr. Braunstein. Is that a question for me. Senator? 

Senator McCain. Yes. Besides the traders who mismarked the 
book, who should be held accountable for breaching JPMorgan’s 
own internal risk limits and adjusting the risk models? 

Mr. Braunstein. Senator, in the aggregate, I concur with the 
task force’s report that there were a number of mistakes made — 
in CIO, in the Risk organization, in the Finance organization, 
which I ran, and as senior management. And I deeply regret those 
mistakes. 

Senator McCain. Well, when you are “held accountable,” what 
penalty is there that is imposed when you are held accountable at 
JPMorgan? 

Mr. Braunstein. The Firm has taken a number of actions. They 
have terminated the employment of a number of employees. They 
have clawed back compensation 

Senator McCain. Besides traders? 

Mr. Braunstein. Yes, sir. They have clawed back compensation, 
and they have reduced compensation for selected individuals. 

Senator McCain. So we have reduced compensation. For exam- 
ple, your compensation was reduced? 

Mr. Braunstein. Yes, Senator. 

Senator McCain. From what to what? 

Mr. Braunstein. Approximately 50 percent, consistent with the 
Board’s actions for Mr. Dimon. 

Senator McCain. And that translated into dollars? 

Mr. Braunstein. I moved from $9.5 million in compensation in 
2011 to $5 million in 2012. 

Senator McCain. Mr. Cavanagh, once the SCP was correctly val- 
ued, what was the final amount the CIO lost as a result of the 
whale trades? 

Mr. Cavanagh. $5.8 billion through June 30 of last year and 
some modest losses that followed. 

Senator McCain. Besides this Subcommittee’s investigation, 
what are JPMorgan’s ongoing legal and financial exposures, includ- 
ing penalties already paid by the Firm stemming from the whale 
trades, Mr. Cavanagh? 
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Mr. Cavanagh. I do not have a number for you, Senator. We are 
in the middle of ongoing regulatory work and examination authori- 
ties, and there will be litigation. But we do not have any estimates 
yet for exposure financially on that side. 

Senator McCain. Well, I guess I do not have any other questions, 
but it is hard for me to accept that serious responsibility was as- 
sumed by the top management of JPMorgan, especially in light of 
emails that say that these decisions were, at least according to Ms. 
Drew, fully discussed and vetted by the top management of 
JPMorgan. 

No more questions, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Levin. Thank you very much. Senator McCain. 

Let me pursue this issue about the figures that were given to the 
OCC. I have talked to Ms. Drew about the figure that she gave. 
What happened then is that the bank on May 4, Mr. Braunstein, 
you and Mr. Hogan called the OCC Examiner-In-Charge, Scott 
Waterhouse. And if you will look at Exhibit No. 68, ^ do you see 
down where it says, about five lines down from the top, “Doug 
Braunstein and John Hogan called to provide me an update on the 
CIO position.” Then jump down a couple lines. It says, “Current 
losses are approximately $1.6 billion.” Do you see that? 

Mr. Braunstein. Yes, Senator. 

Senator Levin. And that is dated May 4, correct? 

Mr. Braunstein. Yes, Senator. 

Senator Levin. Now, take a look at Exhibit No. Ig.^ The day be- 
fore May 4, the losses had already accumulated to $2.3 billion. Isn’t 
that correct, according to your chart? That is Exhibit No. Ig. Do 
you see that way over on the right? It goes day by day. May 1, May 
2, May 3, and May 4. Excuse me. It is our chart using our data. 
I stand corrected. But using your data, we put a chart together. 
These were internal numbers, but you supplied us your data as 
part of our investigation. We go day by day, starting January 3. 
Your data shows $2.3 billion. Do you see that? 

Mr. Braunstein. I do. Senator. 

Senator Levin. OK. If that data is correct that you gave us, you 
told Scott Waterhouse, the OCC Examiner-In-Charge, that the Syn- 
thetic Credit Portfolio had lost $1.6 billion, but internally your 
books showed that the losses had already reached $2.3 billion. Is 
that correct? 

Mr. Braunstein. Senator, the difference between these two 
charts is that the first is a year-to-date, so it would have included 
all the results from the first quarter through that date. The 1.6, 
I believe, referred to the second quarter losses, and I am certain 
that when I spoke about the losses, I would have made clear that 
they were second-quarter-to-date losses. I cannot speak to the note 
itself, but I am certain I would have drawn that distinction. 

Senator Levin. Well, in other words, you are saying you did not 
use the words “current losses.” Is that correct? 

Mr. Braunstein. I do not recall the specifics of a conversation 
on May 4, but when relating the specific numbers, I am certain I 
would have been clear that those were quarter-to-date or second- 


1 See Exhibit No. 68, which appears in the Appendix on page 838. 

2 See Exhibit No. Ig, which appears in the Appendix on page 517. 
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quarter-to-date losses, and those would have had to have been 
added to the first quarter numbers that the OCC was aware of at 
that time. I am not sure if I repeated those numbers during the 
course of that conversation. 

Senator Levin. The second quarter losses to the date of that 
were how much? 

Mr. Braunstein. There were approximately $700 million in the 
first quarter, so subtracting that $700 million from the 2.3 from 
your chart, $1.6 billion is the second-quarter-to-date losses. 

Senator Levin. So when he said in his email that you said that 
the current losses are 1.6, what you are saying is you told him that 
the 1.6 was current in the second-quarter-to-date. 

Mr. Braunstein. Yes, sir, because that is what the math would 
have suggested. 

Senator Levin. Well, the math may work out for you, but the 
question is whether or not that is what you said, and we will find 
out more about that. 

Ms. Drew, let me go back just for a minute to ask you again 
about these daily P&Ls. This was a letter inside the OCC, an email 
from Fred Crumlish to Scott Waterhouse. And he also says that — 
and this is in May — this is Exhibit No. 69, ^ by the way. Do you see 
at the bottom of the last paragraph there, “Given CIO’s role, we 
haven’t historically gotten daily P&L from them as we do the [In- 
vestment Bank] given the nature of its operations.” 

Do you disagree with that? That is what you said before, that 
you did provide the daily P&L. 

Ms. Drew. I did not provide them. Senator. My understanding is 
that they were provided. 

Senator Levin. From whom? 

Ms. Drew. They should have been provided by Finance or Risk. 
And, in fact, I confirmed with my CFO at the regulatory meeting 
on April 16 that they were actually being sent daily for the overall 
mark-to-market position of the CIO, which included the Synthetic 
Credit Portfolio. 

Senator Levin. All right. So that this is wrong, this email is 
wrong. Is that correct? 

Ms. Drew. I do not know if it is wrong. My understanding was 
that profit and loss statements were sent daily. 

Senator Levin. And that was during January, February, March, 
right? That is historically. 

Ms. Drew. I asked that question in April, and the answer I was 
given by Finance was yes. 

Senator Levin. All right. Do you know who at Finance? 

Ms. Drew. My CFO at the time confirmed to me that the P&Ls 
were sent daily. 

Senator Levin. Who was that at the time, your CEO at the time? 

Ms. Drew. CFO. 

Senator Levin. CFO. Who was that? 

Ms. Drew. Mr. Wilmot. 

Senator Levin. OK. Now let us take a look at the issue of 
mismarking of the Synthetic Credit Portfolio book. The portfolio 
traded derivatives every day. It was a mark-to-market portfolio. 


^ See Exhibit No. 69, which appears in the Appendix on page 839. 
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which meant that under Generally Accepted Accounting Principles 
(GAAP), its value was measured every day. Every day the CIO had 
the report internally — that is, within the bank — a profit and loss 
figure for the Synthetic Credit Portfolio reflecting the actual value 
of the book on that day. So over the first quarter, the London trad- 
ers assigned inflated values to the derivatives in the Synthetic 
Credit Book to minimize its loss. But that wrongdoing was not 
made public for months. There were red flags signaling a problem 
in the books. One red flag was on March 30, an audit by the bank’s 
own Internal Audit department, which rated the Chief Investment 
Office as “needs improvement.” 

Exhibit No. 82, ^ if you would take a look at that. It criticized the 
CIO’s Valuation Group, which is supposed to validate the values 
assigned to derivatives for using models that had not been re- 
viewed, not giving adequate attention to taking reserves and lack- 
ing “formally documented/consistently applied price testing thresh- 
olds.” So that is what Exhibit No. 82 says. 

Now, another red flag was the sudden rise of the huge disputes 
between the CIO and its counterparties over the inflated values 
that were assigned by the CIO to derivatives in the synthetic book. 
At their peak, these disputes between the CIO and its counterpar- 
ties, called “collateral disputes,” were $690 million. 

Now, after the media reports of the whale trades, JPMorgan’s 
head accountant, the bank’s Controller, Shannon Warren, reviewed 
the Synthetic Credit Portfolio from January to April 2012. Her re- 
port was released on May 10, and it said the values that were ap- 
plied to the credit derivatives — and that is the marks — were “con- 
sistent with industry practice.” That was the conclusion of the Con- 
troller, but the facts described in the report actually painted a pic- 
ture of the derivatives valuation process that was imprecise, was 
manipulated, and produced inflated values. 

Here is the background: A trader in London was tasked with val- 
uing the SCP derivatives each day. Under accounting rules he had 
to record a fair value for each derivative from the range of prices 
in the marketplace as indicated by trades or offers for trades that 
day. Accounting rules say that when picking a fair value, using the 
midpoint price in the daily price range is a practical expedient for 
fair value, although they do not require using it. 

Recorded telephone and instant messaging conversations show 
that the junior trader, Julien Grout, and his immediate supervisor, 
Bruno Iksil, were pressured to use favorable prices and were upset 
about doing that. On March 16, Mr. Iksil called the marks that 
they were recording “idiotic” and said the Synthetic Credit book 
was growing “more and more monstrous.” That is Exhibit No. 32a. ^ 

At about the same time, Mr. Grout kept a spreadsheet showing 
that by using inflated prices, in just 5 days the Synthetic Credit 
book failed to report $432 million in losses that would have been 
reported using the midpoint prices. So he went through this exer- 
cise for 5 days, and this is Exhibit No. 28, ^ where you can see the 
result of what he did. He went back and he analyzed what the dif- 


^See Exhibit No. 82, which appears in the Appendix on page 882. 

2 See Exhibit No. 32a, which appears in the Appendix on page 651. 
^See Exhibit No. 28, which appears in the Appendix on page 647. 
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ference is between the marks that they were now using and the 
marks which they would have used had they used the mids. 

And if you look at Exhibit No. 28, that is the 5-day report, and 
you can see where the $432 million figure is arrived at by the folks 
in London. 

Now, the May 10 review evaluated the marks for 18 credit de- 
rivatives that were in the portfolio from January through April, 
and it looked at the values assigned to those derivatives on the last 
day of each month. 

In January — and this is now according to the May 10 review. The 
May 10 review found that in January, the CIO marks were gen- 
erally close to the midpoint in the daily price ranges except in two 
instances. In February, it found that five of the marks deviated 
from the midpoint. In March, it found that all 18 not only deviated 
from the midpoint, but 16 were at the extremes of the price ranges, 
and in every case the bank was benefiting by understating the Syn- 
thetic Credit Portfolio losses. 

Mr. Braunstein, the May 10 review was prepared by the con- 
troller in your shop. It said the pricing practices were “consistent 
with industry practices.” Is it common for JPMorgan to change its 
pricing practices when losses start to pile up in order to minimize 
the losses? Is that common practice at JPMorgan? 

Mr. Braunstein. Senator, the work that led to that May 10 re- 
port involved our Controller, our Chief Accounting Offices, our in- 
vestment bank valuation practices, internal counsel, external coun- 
sel, and was done in consultation with PricewaterhouseCoopers 
(PwC). And the conclusions that we reached on May 10, related to 
the marks being consistent with U.S. GAAP, were based on all that 
work. 

Senator Levin. That is not my question. 

Mr. Braunstein. The answer is that we believed at the time that 
the marks were done consistent with U.S. GAAP. 

Senator Levin. I understand that, but my question is: Here you 
have a situation where you were using a particular approach. You 
were taking the mids, basically, and in a few instances there was 
a deviation from the midpoint. In January, in two instances, there 
was a deviation from the mids. February, five deviated from the 
midpoints. In March, now all 18 not only deviated from the 
midpoints, 16 were at the extreme of the price ranges, bids and 
asks. And in every case, the bank benefited, looked better, had its 
losses look better and less than they otherwise would by under- 
stating the Synthetic Credit Portfolio’s losses. 

Now, my question is — we will find out whether doing that, mak- 
ing a shift in how you mark, is consistent with anything, whether 
that is consistent with good accounting practices to make the losses 
either disappear or look better, whether that practice is consistent 
with any accounting principle. That is not my question. 

Is it common inside JPMorgan to change your pricing practices 
when the losses start piling up in order to minimize the losses? 
That is my question. 

Mr. Braunstein. No, that is not acceptable practice. 

Senator Levin. All right. Now, a senior executive, Mr. Webster, 
working on the May 10 review, telephoned the CIO head of credit 
trading, Javier Martin-Artajo, and confronted him about using ag- 
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gressive pricing on the credit derivatives. And this is Exhibit No. 
32d,i and it is page 2. And Mr. Webster said that in March, the 
“marks had migrated ... to the aggressive side . . . from either 
mid to somewhere close to being at the . . . bounds of the bid or 
offer.” 

Mr. Martin-Artajo responded that the extreme prices reflected 
the prices that the CIO was actually trading at in March. But 
when the Subcommittee checked the available trades, it found that 
the actual trades were at different prices than the booked trades, 
the booked prices, and would have resulted in bigger losses if they 
had actually been used. 

Now, an email from one person working on the May 10 review 
put it this way. This is Exhibit No. 34a. ^ “At March month end the 
CIO [Front Office] marked their book at the most advantageous 
levels based on the positions they held in specific indices and 
tranches.” 

Different prices than the booked prices which would have re- 
sulted in bigger losses if they had actually been used. 

Is it proper, Mr. Braunstein, to change the marks and the way 
in which the marks are registered in order to reduce on the books 
the losses? Is that proper? 

Mr. Braunstein. No, that is not proper. Senator. 

Senator Levin. Now, Mr. Cavanagh, given the shift in pricing 
practices that increasingly deviated from the midpoint, but the bias 
being in favor of the bank, why didn’t your Management Task 
Force report find that the CIO’s pricing practices were unaccept- 
able on that basis? Given the deviation from the midpoint, the 
change in the procedure which was used to make these marks, why 
didn’t your task force find that an unacceptable practice? 

Mr. Cavanagh. I understand the concern. The work that was 
done, as Mr. Braunstein said, was with full visibility of the issue 
you describe and, again, our outside-the-CIO line of business, the 
investment bank valuation team, the top people in accounting at 
the company, and our outside auditors all went through a very dili- 
gent process, looked at that issue. The marks at that time were 
shaded by the understanding of the influence that the trading in 
the marketplace was having as an effect. 

And so we looked at the work that was done in the period lead- 
ing up to May 10 and all the folks were involved and felt it was 
and continue to feel the work done was very sound and reasonable 
work. 

Subsequently is when we learned the information from listening 
to the tapes during the course of the task force’s review. 

Senator Levin. I am not talking about what is on the tapes. I 
am talking about the shift in the way these marks are made. You 
go this way, midpoint, midpoint, midpoint, midpoint. Suddenly, 
boom, the losses are piling up, and you are now shifting the way 
those marks are made. You are no longer looking at the midpoint. 
You are shifting your process to make the losses look better. And 
you are saying that is an acceptable accounting practice. 

Mr. Cavanagh. We looked at that 


1 See Exhibit No. 32d, which appears in the Appendix on page 662. 

2 See Exhibit No. 34a, which appears in the Appendix on page 675. 
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Senator Levin. Were you aware of that? 

Mr. Cavanagh. Yes. 

Senator Levin. I am not talking about the tapes which show that 
your traders said that this was terrible. I am saying looking at 
what happened there, how do you possibly justify changing your 
process of making marks in order to make your losses go away or 
be less? How do you justify that? 

Mr. Cavanagh. The process was the process of looking at the 
marketplace. The marketplace was affected by — the belief that the 
market was more volatile given all the visibility and the press arti- 
cles around the — or the knowledge of the positions. So that affected 
the analysis on May 10 and got people comfortable despite the 
movement, as you described. The shift was not a change in policy. 
It was a change in the outcome of that policy. There was definitely 
a movement inside the bid/ask spread to the outer limits from more 
toward the mid, just as a result of what was going on in the mar- 
ketplace. That is what the May 10 review work looked at. The Task 
Force did not do that work. We looked at the work that was done 
prior to May 10 and think it is reasonable work. 

Senator Levin. Did your investment bank stay at the mids? 

Mr. Cavanagh. Typically, yes. And so 

Senator Levin. But this did not. This shifted. This had losses, 
and so it shifts to reduce the amount of those losses. Your invest- 
ment bank stayed with the same approach. Is that correct, staying 
at the mids? 

Mr. Cavanagh. The investment bank had a tighter tolerance 
band around its valuations from the midpoints in their valuation 
control practice. That is better practice, and we have subse- 
quently — one of the remediations of the task force is to bolster and, 
I think as your report calls for, taking away that variability. But 
that is what we have done subsequently. 

Senator Levin. Was it a coincidence that the way in which these 
marks were made the losses look better and less as the losses were 
piling up? Was it a coincidence that you changed the practice from 
marking at the mids to marking at a broader band? Was that a co- 
incidence? At the time. I am not talking about on May 10. Was it 
a coincidence when those marks were changed, the way in which 
those marks were made, is that a coincidence that it just happened 
to come when losses were piling up? 

Mr. Cavanagh. I would not say it is a coincidence. It is what 
happened. It was the same factor 

Senator Levin. Was it a coincidence that it was done at that 
time? Did you inquire as to whether it was a coincidence or not? 

Mr. Cavanagh. We inquired as to — we looked at 

Senator Levin. I am not saying whether or not it — look, you can 
argue that this is consistent with accounting practice. It is not con- 
sistent with the accounting practice that changed the way you 
marked these things in order to make your losses go away, and we 
will talk to accountants about that, by the way, if you want to 
maintain that position. I am just asking you: Was it a coincidence 
that the way in which those marks were made changed to reduce 
the losses on the books at the time those losses were piling up? 
That is all I am asking. 

Mr. Cavanagh. Yes. I am not going to debate words with you. 
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Senator Levin. There was no relationship between the fact that 
the losses were piling up and that there was a way in which the 
marks were made to reduce the impact of those losses on the books. 
You are saying that is a coincidence. 

Mr. Cavanagh. Yes, absolutely no intent on the part of anyone 
that we did the work to review what went on. There was no intent 
on the part of the people that were involved in the May 10 review 
that were outside CIO 

Senator Levin. I am not talking about the May 10 review. I am 
talking about the marks when they were changed. When the marks 
were changed, the way in which the marks were made. When was 
that done? What date? 

Mr. Cavanagh. That was over the course of the first quarter. 

Senator Levin. Do you remember the date? Wasn’t it January? 

Mr. Cavanagh. I am not sure. 

Senator Levin. When the review was made on May 10, you 
looked back as to when that change was made, right? 

Mr. Cavanagh. Yes. I am just not recalling as we sit here. Can 
you repeat the January point? 

Senator Levin. Well, when did they change the way in which the 
marks were made? 

Mr. Cavanagh. My understanding, over the course of the quarter 
the marks 

Senator Levin. But it started at some point. It started a shift 
from the mids to a broader band. When did that shift start tak- 
ing — 

Mr. Cavanagh. I believe, right, from January as the portfolio 
was building over the course of the quarter, the marks, became 
wider relative to the calculated midpoint. 

Senator Levin. And because those marks became wider, the 
losses were less than they otherwise would have been if they had 
stayed at the mid, right? 

Mr. Cavanagh. Yes. 

Senator Levin. And you are saying you believe, you are telling 
us that you — and you are under oath, that was 

Mr. Cavanagh. I understand. 

Senator Levin. That that was a coincidence? 

Mr. Cavanagh. I was answering the question about the May 10 
review 

Senator Levin. No, I am not asking 

Mr. Cavanagh. So now you are asking — I understand the ques- 
tion you are asking. I clearly know now, having done the review, 
that the people ultimately were mismarking — were not properly 
marking their books during the course — at least during the course 
of the middle of March to the end of March, and that is what we 
came to know during the course of the review, absolutely. 

Senator Levin. And that those marks, the way in which the 
marks were made was changed in order to reduce the loss on the 
books? 

Mr. Cavanagh. Yes. 

Senator Levin. That was the purpose? 

Mr. Cavanagh. It seems to our review that, absolutely, the 

Senator Levin. No, I am just talking — I understand. That be- 
came your conclusion. That is the reason it was done. 
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Mr. Cavanagh. Yes. 

Senator Levin. OK. A minute ago you said it was a coincidence. 
Now you are saying it was not, that was the purpose. 

Mr. Cavanagh. The purpose of the traders. 

Senator Levin. Yes. 

Mr. Cavanagh. Correct. 

Senator Levin. OK. Now let me get to 

Mr. Cavanagh. I was misunderstood. The purpose of the trad- 
er — 

Senator Levin. No, I do not think you were misunderstood. I 
think I understood it accurately. I think your answer was inac- 
curate. 

Mr. Cavanagh. I was answering with respect to from the per- 
spective of the people looking at it from the outside during the May 
10 review. 

Senator Levin. Who is your auditor? 

Mr. Cavanagh. Pricewaterhouse. 

Senator Levin. I am not talking about tapes, after reviewing the 
tapes. They accept the idea that when losses are piling up, it is OK 
at that time to shift the way in which you mark these derivatives 
to reduce the amount of the loss. 

Mr. Cavanagh. They were involved in the review, yes. 

Senator Levin. And they approved this. 

Mr. Cavanagh. They were consulted and assented to the ac- 
counting reviews on May 10. 

Senator Levin. OK. I think we can agree on one thing, that shift- 
ing the pricing practices to minimize losses is not acceptable. 

Mr. Cavanagh. Correct. Absolutely. 

Senator Levin. Take a look, if you would, Mr. Cavanagh, at Ex- 
hibit No. 98,1 gnd this is that Task Force Report. This is where you 
State that you consulted with auditors and that the marks com- 
plied with U.S. Generally Accepted Accounting Principles. You 
have just told us that you agree that shifting pricing practices to 
minimize losses is not acceptable. Did you say that in your report? 
Did you say that is what happened? 

Mr. Cavanagh. We said separate from the report 

Senator Levin. No. In the report. 

Mr. Cavanagh. I do not believe we called that out in the report. 
It was aside from the report when we restated the financial results. 

Senator Levin. That is pretty significant, though, isn’t it? 

Mr. Cavanagh. Yes. 

Senator Levin. But it was left out of your report. 

Mr. Cavanagh. Yes. 

Senator Levin. Ms. Drew, please look at Exhibit No. 32c, ^ if you 
would. This is a transcript of a telephone call between you and the 
head of the CIO’s credit trading operation, Javier Martin-Artajo, 
who sat in the London office and directly influenced the marks. It 
is undated, but it likely took place in April, and they are talking 
about what marks to show for the SCP on that day. Exhibit 32c, 
do you see that? 

Ms. Drew. Yes. 


^See Exhibit No. 98, which appears in the Appendix on page 963. 

2 See Exhibit No. 32c, which appears in the Appendix on page 659. 
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Senator Levin. OK. On page 1, near the bottom, Ms. Drew, this 
is what you say: "... I just wanted to get a really brief update 
on, what the P&L might look like.” 

Mr. Martin-Artajo answers: “Yes. We are going to be showing a 
slight positive today ... I think we are going to be up like some- 
where around $20 million today, ok? So this is the first, this is a 
big event for us, because we are starting to get money back.” 

Then a bit later on page 2 near the bottom, Mr. Martin-Artajo 
says: “So the instruction to you that we have here is probably 
around $100 million, ok? So I don’t want them to show $100 mil- 
lion today if they are not sure, ok? So just for you to know that, 
it’s about ... we need to have a real, sort of 3 [basis points] move 
to . . . recognize that. I hope it happens and, if it happens between 
now and the end of the day or, or, whenever it happens. I’ll show 
you.” 

This is your response: “Here’s my guidance. It’s absolutely fine 
to stay conservative, but” — and this is the big “but” — “it would be 
helpful, if appropriate, to get, to start getting a little bit of that 
mark back.” 

“If appropriate, so you know, an extra basis point you can tweak 
at whatever it is I’m trying to show, with demonstrable data . . .” 

You are suggesting pretty clearly that he tweak the marks. Is 
that correct? You used the word “tweak.” 

Ms. Drew. I used the word “tweak.” The suggestion was that he 
prove — I had been told for a long period of time that the marks 
were very conservative. He says in his email that there was P&L 
upside that day of $100 to $150 million, which is possible. Markets 
move around a lot. And I was challenging him to show with data 
that if he can possibly and wants to show — and he has been telling 
me that the position is turning — that it is appropriate to mark it 
up with data. 

Senator Levin. And it would help if he did that. 

Ms. Drew. It would be correct if he did that with data. 

Senator Levin. You said “help,” didn’t you? You used the word 
“help.” 

Ms. Drew. Yes. Only with demonstrable data. 

Senator Levin. I understand. But you told him it would be help- 
ful, right? 

Ms. Drew. Because he had been saying that the marks were con- 
servative and the position had been losing money, and he was not 
marking the position 

Senator Levin. Helpful to tweak, start getting a bit of that mark 
back. Tweaking is not a prediction or a hope, by the way. Tweaking 
is changing something. And I would hope that the guidance that 
you and other folks would give would be against tweaking, but 
being whatever is accurate. And there was a clear suggestion here 
that it would be helpful if he tweaked something to make things 
look a little bit better. 

Now, the rules allow derivative values to be set anywhere within 
a daily price range, and that is a range that can be influenced by 
the banks involved in this conversation. Mr. Martin-Artajo indi- 
cates the SCP derivative values could end up anywhere between 
$20 and $100 million for the day. That is the kind of conversation 
and analysis going on in our largest banks, apparently, and that 
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is something which you have said now, I believe, Mr. Cavanagh, 
that is going to end at your bank. Is that correct? 

Mr. Cavanagh. We believe that the marks on all positions 
should be spot on. 

Senator Levin. And not tweaked. 

Mr. Cavanagh. Correct. 

Senator Levin. For some purpose. 

Now, mismarks were not just an internal bank issue. The 
mismarking tainted the bank’s public SEC filings. In May 2012, 
the bank filed a 10-Q report with its first quarter financial results 
that went out to the public. One of the factors in that report was 
that the Synthetic Credit Portfolio had lost $719 million, but that 
understated the SCP losses. It was wrong, which meant that the 
SEC filing was wrong. 

In July 2012, after acknowledging the mismarking of the SCP 
book, the bank restated its first quarter financial results, hiking 
the SCP losses by $660 million. In other words, the SEC’s first 
quarter losses were not $719 million but closer to $1.4 billion. 

Mr. Cavanagh, I take it you would agree that it matters when 
a bank gets its public filings wrong. 

Mr. Cavanagh. Yes, we take it very seriously. 

Senator Levin. And that a $660 million error is material. 

Mr. Cavanagh. Yes, and as soon as we discovered it and under- 
stood the causes, we immediately restated our results. 

Senator Levin. OK. And, by the way, one of our recommenda- 
tions in our report is that the OCC get banks to use independent 
pricing services to remove the temptation from a bank’s employees 
to tweak marks. And we also recommend that banks have to dis- 
close when their derivative values deviate from midpoint prices and 
explain why. 

Now, I want to get to the earnings call on April 13 because we 
have disclosure problems here as well. 

Mr. Bacon, before April 13, did you or your boss, John Hogan, 
the Firm’s chief risk officer, approve positions for the Synthetic 
Credit Portfolio? 

Mr. Bacon. No. 

Senator Levin. Two days before the earnings call — in other 
words, on April 11 — the bank’s chief risk officer, John Hogan, sent 
an email. Exhibit No. 87 ^ He sent it to you, Mr. Braunstein, among 
others, including Mr. Dimon. He said: “This is the governance used 
in the investment bank to control what is currently going on in the 
CIO. We obviously need to implement this in CIO as soon as pos- 
sible.” So that is something that you received, Mr. Braunstein, on 
April 11. 

Now, you have a call, an earnings call, on April 13. That is 2 
days later. You did not tell investors that the bank’s Chief Risk Of- 
ficer wanted an immediate overhaul of the CIO risk management 
during that call, did you, Mr. Braunstein? 

Mr. Braunstein. No, sir. 

Senator Levin. Now, the SCP had breached all five of its key risk 
limits by then, and there had been more than 250 risk limit 


^See Exhibit No. 87, which appears in the Appendix on page 900. 
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breaches since the beginning of the year. You did not tell investors 
during that call about those breaches, did you? 

Mr. Braunstein. No, sir. I was not aware of all of that at the 
time. 

Senator Levin. You did volunteer a number of statements about 
the Synthetic Credit Portfolio — and I want to go through those with 
you — during that April 13 earnings call. 

First, this is Exhibit No. 94, i and that is a transcript of the earn- 
ings call. Your statements about the Synthetic Credit Portfolio are 
on page 6 and 7. And so to make it easier to discuss them with you, 
we have listed the key statements on Exhibit No. If,^ which is in 
your book. 

One of the things that you said there is that all — this is now 
your public statements on April 13: “All of those positions are put 
on pursuant to the risk management at the Firm-wide level.” I 
think we have already heard today that Mr. Weiland did not ap- 
prove individual positions, Mr. Bacon, the risk managers did not 
approve the positions. So what you said to the public is that all of 
these positions “are put on pursuant to the risk management at the 
Firm-wide level.” That was not really accurate, was it? 

Mr. Braunstein. Senator, it was accurate. 

Senator Levin. That the positions 

Mr. Braunstein. That the aggregate positions were put on pur- 
suant to a risk management organization. There was a Chief Risk 
Officer in CIO. There were limits in CIO. At the time I was not 
aware of the breaches of a number of those limits, and I certainly 
was not aware of some of the deficiencies that we uncovered pursu- 
ant to the task force report. But, based on what I knew at the time, 
that was an accurate statement. 

Senator Levin. But Mr. Bacon says the risk managers did not 
approve the positions. 

Mr. Braunstein. What that statement actually refers to is pur- 
suant to a risk management organization, so risk 

Senator Levin. Oh, to an organization. All the positions are put 
on by an organization. 

Mr. Braunstein. Pursuant to a risk management organization 
and its control center. 

Senator Levin. Boy, that is a lot different than saying that 
“those positions” — “those positions,” this was an explosion in the 
media. You are saying, “All of those positions are put on pursuant 
to the risk management.” That creates an impression which is not 
true. That is not saying that our organization put all these posi- 
tions on. Of course they do. As a matter of fact, Mr. Hogan said 
he learned of the trades from the paper, from the newspaper. 

Let us go to the next one, the next statement that you made dur- 
ing that call. You said that, “[A]ll those positions are fully trans- 
parent to the regulators. They “get information on those posi- 
tions” — we are talking about the positions the whale trades — “on a 
regular and recurring basis as part of our normalized reporting.” 
That is the next statement that you made during that call. In fact, 
the longstanding practice of the bank is not to give individual posi- 


^See Exhibit No. 94, which appears in the Appendix on page 927. 
2 See Exhibit No. If, which appears in the Appendix on page 516. 
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tion data to the OCC unless there is a specific request. There was 
no regular report of the SCP’s positions to OCC. Is that correct? 
There was not a regular report of that position. 

Mr. Braunstein. I am not aware that there was a regular re- 
port. I am aware, prior to making that call, that statement, that 
on the 9th, Ms. Drew met with regulators and then on May 10 pro- 
vided them with specific position reports. 

Senator Levin. That was on May 10 to the regulators? 

Mr. Braunstein. Yes, Senator. 

Senator Levin. That is not when these trades were made? That 
is the issue. 

Mr. Braunstein. Senator, they also received a number of other 
reports on a regular basis. 

Senator Levin. Are you saying that the information on these po- 
sitions was provided on a regular basis to the OCC? 

Mr. Braunstein. No, Senator. I am saying there are a number 
of other reports that they received that had components of these 
positions in them. 

Senator Levin. OK. So what you said is not exactly accurate on 
that day. Is that correct? 

Mr. Braunstein. On April 13, I believed it to be accurate based 
on 

Senator Levin. I understand that you believed it to be 

Mr. Braunstein [continuing]. The information that I had re- 
ceived from Ms. Drew, the risk organization, and from the traders, 
and from John Wilmot, CIO’s CFO. 

Senator Levin. OK. There are also reports here, by the way, 
which were never even received by the OCC, and you heard earlier 
about that this morning. Do you know why those reports were sud- 
denly not sent January through April, these Executive Manage- 
ment Reports? Do you know why? 

Mr. Braunstein. Yes, Senator, I do. 

Senator Levin. You do. 

Mr. Braunstein. Yes. I was not aware of that at the time, 
but 

Senator Levin. You explained earlier today as to why it was. 

Mr. Braunstein. We changed our reports, and, unfortunately, an 
error was made. The reports were only forwarded in the new for- 
mat to the Fed and the FDIC, and we were not aware that the 
OCC was not getting it. They identified that as an issue, and we 
corrected that error. On April 13, I was not aware of any of that. 

Senator Levin. OK. So you thought you were saying something 
accurate on April 13, but it turned out not to be accurate. 

Mr. Braunstein. I believe that we, on April 13, were being fully 
transparent with our regulators. 

Senator Levin. Did you believe that they got information on 
these positions on a regular basis as part of your normalized re- 
porting? Did you believe that on April 13? 

Mr. Braunstein. I believed that they got information related 
to 

Senator Levin. “On a regular, recurring basis” that they got this 
information — ^you know it is not true now, right? 

Mr. Braunstein. Senator, there is information that I know 
today 
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Senator Levin. Not information. I am talking about information 
on these positions. That is the positions. This thing was blowing up 
in the newspaper. You have these whale trades. You lost billions 
of dollars. You are representing to the public that the regulators 
got information on those positions on a regular basis. 

Mr. Braunstein. Senator, they did 

Senator Levin. It turned out that was not true. 

Mr. Braunstein. Senator, they received information 

Senator Levin. On those positions on a regular basis? 

Mr. Braunstein. On the portfolio, they received daily VaR re- 
ports. They received CIO weekly summary information. 

Senator Levin. I am just asking you, did they get a regular re- 
port of the SCP’s positions? I am asking you that question. 

Mr. Braunstein. The specific positions they received, I was 
aware they had received the positions on the specifics on April 10. 

Senator Levin. OK. So what you said on April 13 was that the 
OCC — information on those positions was part of your “normalized 
reporting,” that is what you said, and that the regulators got them 
“on a regular, recurring basis.” Now you are saying they got the 
information 3 days before your public statements. Is that right? 

Mr. Braunstein. The statement says that they could — they 
would have access to them at any time, get the information on 
these positions 

Senator Levin. I understand. They could have accessed, we un- 
derstand, if they asked for it, they got it. 

Mr. Braunstein. And I believe based on what I knew at the 
time, including material sent to me from Ms. Drew and Mr. 
Wilmot, that they were being fully transparent and the regulators 
were aware of the positions, I believed that to be a true statement 
at that time. 

Senator Levin. Which is a little different from what you said, 
which is that they “get the information on those positions on a reg- 
ular and recurring basis.” That was not accurate, and I am asking 
you, did they get — I am just saying whether it is — I am not asking 
you now what you believed. I am asking you whether or not it is 
accurate, that the OCC got “the information on those positions on 
a regular and recurring basis as part of [yjour normalized report- 
ing.” I am asking you that. Is that accurate? 

Mr. Braunstein. They got information 

Senator Levin. Not information. I am going to read this to you. 
I am going to keep reading it to you until you give me the answer. 
Did they “get the information on those positions on a regular and 
recurring basis?” You know what “those positions” are. That is the 
positions in the whale trades. As part of a “normalized reporting,” 
did they? 

Mr. Braunstein. They did not get the detailed positions regu- 
larly. 

Senator Levin. OK. 

Mr. Braunstein. They got summary information 

Senator Levin. I will settle for that. I am happy to settle for 
that. They did not get information on those positions regularly. 
That is fine. 

Now, the impression is pretty clear as to what you said on that 
day, which is they “get the information on those positions on a reg- 
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ular, recurring basis as part of our normalized reporting.” So what 
you say here today I think is, finally, more accurate, and that what 
you said on that day was a very inaccurate impression. 

Now, next, the third statement that you made was that “all of 
those decisions are made on a very long-term basis.” Now, Ms. 
Drew told us earlier that when she made a presentation in March 
2012 to the directors’ Risk Policy Committee, which is Exhibit No. 
81^ again, she prepared a chart of all the CIO portfolios, and on 
that chart she showed whether the investment horizon was long 
term or short term. We are looking now at Exhibit No. 81. 

The Synthetic Credit Portfolio, which was part of the Mark-to- 
Market Overlay International, she identified that for us. If you will 
look at Exhibit No. 81, it is at the far right-hand corner, and it is 
part of the International reference way over to the right, as short 
as you can get on the investment horizon, as far right as you can 
get. 

Now, would you agree, Mr. Braunstein, that the Synthetic Credit 
Portfolio was traded on a daily basis and that the decisions to buy 
and sell credit derivatives were made on a short-term basis? 

Mr. Braunstein. Senator, I would agree that these positions in 
the portfolio were traded on a daily basis. However, they were part, 
as you see at the top of this same chart, of a longer-term perspec- 
tive. Some of those are shorter in duration than others. And as Ms. 
Drew said previously, the hedge position on the high yield was a 
long-term position, but we moderated it over time. 

Senator Levin. So when you said that “all of those decisions were 
made on a very long-term basis,” what you are saying now is — ^you 
are arguing that some were made on a long-term basis and some 
on a short-term basis? 

Mr. Braunstein. No, Senator. All I said is trades were made 
daily. That is a tactical implementation of a longer-term decision. 

Senator Levin. And the tactical implication or the tactical ac- 
tions, which were the day-to-day actions and which during the first 
quarter of 2012 were what we are talking about, because those are 
the whale trades which cost $6 billion, you think that when you 
told the public that “all of those decisions are made on a very long- 
term basis,” that you think that the average person listening to 
that phone call would think that you were talking about some long- 
term strategy and not what you are actually buying and selling 
day-to-day during those 3 months? Do you think that is the reason- 
able way that someone would hear the words “all of those decisions 
were made on a very long-term basis? ” 

Mr. Braunstein. I think my statement that they were made on 
a long-term basis reflected my understanding of the position at the 
time as accurately as I could. 

Senator Levin. But you knew that these trades were being made 
day-to-day. You knew that the portfolio had dramatically increased 
from January to March so that most of them had been bought in 
the last couple months, those positions. You characterized this, “all 
the decisions were made on a very long-term basis.” And you think 
the average listener to that statement would think that what you 
were referring to was some strategy that was adopted, I do not 


^See Exhibit No. 81, which appears in the Appendix on page 877. 
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know, months before or a year before? Do you think that is a fair 
understanding of those words to someone listening to you? 

Mr. Braunstein. Senator, I believe what I said is accurate. 

Senator Levin. Technically. You can find a way to make those 
accurate. That is not my question — to make them sound accurate. 
That is not my real question. I am trying to figure out what you 
are really thinking about here. You are talking to people now pub- 
licly. You have had this blowup, this huge loss, and now you are 
telling — you are trying, obviously, to reassure people. You are say- 
ing “all these positions are put on pursuant to risk management at 
the Firm-wide level.” Not accurate. “All those positions,” you said — 
the regulators know all about these positions. Not accurate. “All 
those decisions are made on a very long-term basis.” You think 
that the average listener, that average investor, is going to say that 
he was technically accurate, they had a long-term strategy here? 
You think the average person listening to this would not think you 
were referring to the trades that were at issue that blew up? Is 
that your statement under oath, that is what you think reasonable 
people would take from that statement here? That is what you say. 

Mr. Braunstein. Senator, my obligation on the call and the only 
thing I was thinking about was reporting based on what I knew at 
the time, the information as accurately as I could 

Senator Levin. Did it turn out to be wrong? Were “all those deci- 
sions made on a very long-term basis” relative to those positions? 

Mr. Braunstein. In hindsight. Senator, the positions and the 
portfolio did not act as a hedge. It changed dramatically. We mis- 
understood the risks. We misunderstood the complication in it. We 
ultimately misunderstood what the estimated performance of it 
would be. So, in hindsight, we got that wrong. The statements as 
I made them on April 13 were my very best effort, best good-faith 
effort, to accurately describe based on the information I knew avail- 
able to me at the time what the portfolio was. 

Senator Levin. I have a lot of trouble. I’ve got to tell you, Mr. 
Braunstein, believing that those statements were anything other 
than an effort to calm the seas, because they all were exaggera- 
tions or inaccurate. You can say “in hindsight.” You can say “as it 
turned out.” But at the time there was all kinds of evidence, which 
we have shown here today, that those positions were not, as a mat- 
ter of fact, “put on pursuant to risk management at the Firm-wide 
level;” the regulator did not receive regular reports, as you indi- 
cated they did; that the decisions — and you are referring to deci- 
sions relative to the positions — “were made on a long-term basis,” 
when they obviously were — as you put it, tactically, done on a very 
short-term basis, and that the size of that inventory tripled during 
those 3 months. 

Now let us go to hedging. You say that it turned out not to be 
a hedge. But what you said on April 13 was that “we have put on 
positions to manage for a significant stress event in credit.” That 
is what you said on April 13. 

When you said that the portfolio put on positions to protect 
against “a significant stress event,” I take it that you meant by 
that, Mr. Braunstein, that is a new financial crisis. Is that correct? 

Mr. Braunstein. No, sir. 
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Senator Levin. No? It was aimed at protecting against what? 
What is the significant stress event if it was not a new financial 
crisis? 

Mr. Braunstein. As I understood the position on April 13, again, 
based on reports from the CIO traders, Ms. Drew, Mr. Wilmot, re- 
view by Mr. Hogan and the risk organization, I understood the po- 
sition to be balanced, and I understood that the position still had 
jump loss default protection, i.e., bankruptcies. In the event of 
bankruptcies, the portfolio would perform as gains for the bank. 

Senator Levin. OK. Now, let us take a look then at Exhibit No. 
90,1 jf yQ^ would. This is an email that was provided to you and 
other senior bank executives before that earnings call. It provided 
you with detailed information about the Synthetic Credit book. And 
this was prepared by two of the bank’s quantitative analysts, Mr. 
Venkatakrishnan and Mr. Vigneron. I assume you had confidence 
in those folks. Is that true? 

Mr. Braunstein. Yes, sir. 

Senator Levin. So if you will turn to page 3 of Exhibit No. 90, 
this was a presentation labeled, “Synthetic Credit Summary: Risk 
and P/L Scenarios.” The title indicates that this describes scenarios 
for the Synthetic Credit Portfolio as to when it would earn money 
and when it would lose money. And if you look at the table on the 
left side of the page, it has three columns labeled “SprOl,” “Spr-nlO 
percent,” and “lJp50 percent.” So each of those, as I understand it, 
denotes a situation in which credit gets worse. Is that accurate? 

Mr. Braunstein. Yes, Senator, that denotes credit spreads wid- 
ening. 

Senator Levin. And that would mean that credit is getting 
worse? 

Mr. Braunstein. That is correct. 

Senator Levin. In all three now, the Synthetic Credit Portfolio 
is projected as losing money. Is that correct? 

Mr. Braunstein. Yes, Senator. 

Senator Levin. That is what you call a hedge. 

Now, the first scenario, when the credit spreads widen one basis 
point, the portfolio loses $46 million. In the second, where credit 
spreads widen by 10 percent, it loses $163 million. In the third sce- 
nario, where credit spreads widen 50 percent, which is a severe 
credit crisis, it loses $918 million. In all three scenarios, the Syn- 
thetic Credit Portfolio loses money and loses more and more money 
as credit quality in the economy progressively gets worse. 

Now, those results show that the SCP is not providing any credit 
loss protection. Would you agree to that? In those three scenarios, 
that gets worse, but in all three it loses money. Would you agree 
to that? 

Mr. Braunstein. I would agree. If that is the only thing that 
happens in those scenarios, then the portfolio would lose money. 
Credit scenarios are much more complicated than that. Senator, 
and so in addition to this, in those types of circumstances, there 
is default risk, and the portfolio would have gains in the event of 
defaults. 


^See Exhibit No. 90, which appears in the Appendix on page 905. 
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So, again, my understanding at the time was that the portfolio 
still provided positive gains in a jump to default scenario. 

Senator Levin. That would have been one 1 of 10 scenarios? Is 
that it? Take a look at page 7 — do you see page 7? 

Mr. Braunstein. Yes. 

Senator Levin. Where it has 10 different scenarios? 

Mr. Braunstein. Yes. 

Senator Levin. The one you are talking about is the last one, 
many defaults? Is that correct? 

Mr. Braunstein. That is a scenario, yes. 

Senator Levin. OK. But Jamie Dimon testified to the Senate that 
the SCP was to protect against a financial crisis — that is Scenario 
No. 4 — or bad development in Europe, and that is number 2 . That 
is what he said. And in both of those, the portfolio would lose 
money, correct? I am not asking you whether you agree with Mr. 
Dimon or not. I am just simply asking you whether or not in those 
two scenarios, number 2 and 4, it loses money. 

Mr. Braunstein. Yes, it loses money. 

Senator Levin. And when he testified that the SCP was to pro- 
tect against Scenarios 2 and 4, you go all the way over to number 
10 to try to find some scenario in which it might be helpful. But 
in Scenarios 2 and 4, it loses money. Is that correct? 

Mr. Braunstein. Yes. 

Senator Levin. Now, did you disclose in that April 13 statement 
the portfolio’s current status? 

Mr. Braunstein. Senator, I am not sure exactly what you mean 
by “current status.” 

Senator Levin. The current status of the portfolio. 

Mr. Braunstein. I am not, again, sure exactly what you mean 
by the “current status.” 

Senator Levin. All right. Go to, if you would. Exhibit No. 97. ^ 
This was a letter that you wrote to the Subcommittee. You said 
that when you saw this document — and we are talking here about 
that same document we have been discussing — last April, that you 
relied on the “central scenarios included on that page describing an 
80 [percent] likelihood . . .” Now, the central scenarios with the 
80-percent likelihood were a New Financial Crisis, Status Quo, and 
a Central Scenario, those three. That is what you told the Sub- 
committee, that you relied on those. You did not talk about Sce- 
nario No. 10. That is not one of those. It is not one of the four sce- 
narios that even have a 10-percent likelihood. 

No, I am sorry. It is one of the four scenarios, with a 10-percent 
likelihood, but what you told the Committee in your letter is that 
you relied on the central scenarios, which are Scenarios 4, 5, and 
6, not Scenario No. 10. How come? How come the change? 

Mr. Braunstein. Senator, there is no change. 

Senator Levin. OK. 

Mr. Braunstein. What I was speaking about was the comment 
I made related to being “very comfortable” with the position. And 
as I said to your staff, “very comfortable” was derived from those 
80-percent likely scenarios, so a loss of $250 million to a gain of 
$350 million. 


^See Exhibit No. 97, which appears in the Appendix on page 962. 
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In addition, I also relied on for the “very comfortable” statement, 
the independent work that was done through the risk organization. 
And as I spoke to your staff, that is what I was referring to; those 
scenarios helped me to communicate the position of the bank as 
being very comfortable based on our anticipated future losses from 
the position. 

Senator Levin. So you were very comfortable with the position 
you were in under those three central scenarios, showing you losing 
money under a New Financial Crisis — right? — of $250 million. Is 
that correct? 

Mr. Braunstein. Senator, while that is a big number 

Senator Levin. That helped make you comfortable. 

Mr. Braunstein. Senator, while that is a large number for any- 
one, for JPMorgan, to put that in perspective, it was less than 1 
percent of the full-year profits for the company. So, yes, as a P&L 
matter, we were very comfortable. Again, based on what I know 
today, that information was inaccurate. 

Senator Levin. Shouldn’t investors have known during that call 
that the current status of the SCP was not great, it was losing a 
lot of money, huge positions that it had were hard to exit, it had 
been violating all five risk limits? Don’t you think you should have 
disclosed that? You said, what do I mean by the shape of the SCP. 
Well, that is what I mean by the shape. You give this very glowing 
call: These have all been approved by central, the risk managers 
have all approved this, all of our regulators know all about it. This 
is what you are telling investors on April 13 instead of telling them 
what you also knew, which is that SCP is losing money and had 
been violating risk limits. 

A pretty one-sided presentation, isn’t it? 

Mr. Braunstein. Senator, based on what I knew at the time, I 
believe it to be the most accurate depiction of the position. All of 
those 

Senator Levin. You thought that was a balanced presentation? 

Mr. Braunstein. All of those 

Senator Levin. You thought that was a balanced presentation of 
the SCP on April 13? 

Mr. Braunstein. It was an accurate presentation. 

Senator Levin. You thought it was a balanced presentation, not 
disclosing it was losing money, not disclosing that it violated all 
five risk limits regularly, in some cases for months? You think it 
is accurate to just tell them you are comfortable, that the regu- 
lators know all about this, that your top risk people approved all 
these positions? You think that is a balanced — honestly, now, you 
think that is a balanced presentation to investors? 

Mr. Braunstein. Senator, in hindsight, there is lots more infor- 
mation that we learned. 

Senator Levin. That you had at the time 

Mr. Braunstein. Based on what I 

Senator Levin. No. Not that you learned. You had that at the 
time. 

Mr. Braunstein. Senator, this financial analysis incorporated all 
of those factors that we had at the time, so, yes, based on all that 
information at the time, we were very comfortable based on the 
predicted outcomes. 
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Senator Levin. Well, we have already covered some of the mat- 
ters involving hidden financial risks, mismarking, breaches of risk 
limits, and public disclosure problems. But there is another prob- 
lem or two which I want to go into now, and that is the issue of 
and the evidence of model manipulation. 

In December 2011, the bank ordered the CIO to reduce its risk- 
weighted assets, assets that were assigned certain weights by the 
OCC according to how risky they were. The usual way to reduce 
risk-weighted assets is to sell off some of the risky assets. But in 
December 2011, CIO personnel proposed a different solution, one 
that instead involved manipulating the mathematical models that 
were used to calculate risk-weighted assets to produce lower re- 
sults. So this is the solution that was proposed by some CIO per- 
sonnel in December 2011. 

So if you all would turn to Exhibit No. 46. ^ This is an email 
dated December 22, 2011, which was sent to you, Ms. Drew, by the 
head of the CIO’s equity and credit trading operation, Javier Mar- 
tin-Artajo. 

In this email, Mr. Martin-Artajo suggests reducing the Synthetic 
Credit Portfolio’s risk- weighted assets by $13 billion using several 
tactics. One was achieving a $2 billion book reduction through a 
trading reduction — in other words, selling off assets. But he also 
suggests achieving a much larger reduction, a $7 billion reduction, 
half of the $13 billion goal, through so-called “model reductions.” 

Now, here is what the estimates of the reductions would be, and 
one was CRM, which has already been acknowledged, the model re- 
duction of the VaR, and the model reduction of the stress VaR. 

So here is the issue, though. The email identifies three mathe- 
matical models used to calculate various components of risk- 
weighted assets. Now, that is a model, again, used to calculate the 
CRM that calculates the dollar amount of possible losses over a 
year; the VaR, which calculates the dollar value at risk of loss in 
a day under ordinary market conditions; and stress, which cal- 
culates stress VaR results, the dollar value at risk of loss in a day 
under severe economic conditions. 

Quantitative Research is the bank outfit that develops the mod- 
els. And, again, I was reading from the exhibit. The reference to 
Pat is Pat Hagan, who is the CIO’s quantitative analyst who is 
working to develop the three models listed in the email. 

Mr. Hagan told our Subcommittee staff that he, in fact, provided 
the three estimates attributed to him in the email for the model 
used to produce the CRM — and, again, that is the comprehensive 
risk measure that calculates the dollar amount of possible losses 
over the year. He predicted he could achieve a $5 billion reduction 
in CRM results, a $500 million reduction in VaR results, and a $1.5 
billion reduction in stress VaR results, for a total of $7 billion. The 
plan was that all those reductions would, in turn, produce a lower 
RWA result as well as lower capital requirements. 

Now, Ms. Drew, what did you think when you got this proposal, 
in particular the idea of reducing the SCP’s RWA by $7 billion 
through model reductions, which is triple the $2 billion to be 
achieved through trading reductions? What was your reaction? 


^See Exhibit No. 46, which appears in the Appendix on page 778. 
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Ms. Drew. My reaction when I had an estimate from a front of- 
fice that was dependent on QR was always that QR as an inde- 
pendent review section of the bank was responsible for making the 
determination, irrespective of Mr. Hagan’s or anybody else’s esti- 
mates. 

Going forward, also this was early in the process, the amount of 
RWA that had to be reduced was increased by Mr. Braunstein, and 
I delivered the message that it had to come from position reduction 
over the course of the year to the group directly. 

Senator Levin. You did deliver that message? 

Ms. Drew. Correct. 

Senator Levin. So, Mr. Cavanagh, in other words, your message 
was it has to come from reduction of sales and the 

Ms. Drew. Not all of it, no. Some of it. 

Senator Levin. Some of it. 

Ms. Drew. Whatever 

Senator Levin. How much of it? Most of it? 

Ms. Drew. My directive was that whatever the independent risk 
group, QR, approved, they could include in their reduction the 
same — models are updated all the time, and if QR confirmed that 
the reduction was appropriate, then they could use the reduction 
proportionally for whatever QR told them would be accurate. 

Senator Levin. All right. So let me ask you, Mr. Cavanagh: Is 
it appropriate to set goals to achieve RWA reductions by affecting 
how the models calculate the results? 

Mr. Cavanagh. If the intention is to take on more risk and be 
deceptive about it, absolutely not. The models need to be accurate 
and properly measure under the — we are putting in new capital 
rules across the Firm, and so some of the targets were in full con- 
templation of the improvements that were needed to get RWA cal- 
culations correct. 

Senator Levin. So now my question. Is it appropriate to set goals 
to achieve RWA reductions by affecting how the models calculate 
the results? Is that appropriate? 

Mr. Cavanagh. I think it is appropriate if there are controls 
around making sure that there is independent oversight of the 
model approvals themselves and there is visibility into what the 
sources are of actual change. 

Senator Levin. So where the models are changed in order to 
achieve that reduction, is that appropriate? 

Mr. Cavanagh. Again, if the models are being 

Senator Levin. I am saying if the purpose of changing the 

Mr. Cavanagh. I do not agree that the purpose 

Senator Levin. I am not saying you agree with what happened 
here. I am saying if the purpose of changing the models is to 
achieve an RWA reduction, is that appropriate? 

Mr. Cavanagh. If we understand — it can be appropriate, yes, sir. 

Senator Levin. If that is the purpose? 

Mr. Cavanagh. Yes, if there is transparency around the fact that 
there is an expectation that is going to change and the Firm 
through its risk governance processes is comfortable with the level 
of risk-weighted assets that would be used under a new model, that 
would be fine. 
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Senator Levin. OK. Do you see anything in this memo that I re- 
ferred to about accuracy, Exhibit 46?^ 

Mr. Cavanagh. No. 

Senator Levin. OK. So much for accuracy. 

Now, I misspoke before when I said what the CRM was, but we 
did talk about the CRM or the comprehensive risk measurement 
that the OCC requires all the national banks to calculate. It meas- 
ures the amount of expected loss over the course of a year. In a 
worst-case scenario, it is used to calculate a bank’s overall risk- 
weighted assets and in turn its capital requirements. 

Now, the RWA has other components, too, including a risk meas- 
ure called the “incremental risk charge” (IRC) — which applies only 
to certain types of assets. And the total RWA will depend upon 
whether particular positions are categorized as CRM or IRC since 
the resulting CRM and IRC totals are going to be incorporated into 
the RWA calculation. 

So now, Mr. Weiland, if you would take a look at Exhibit No. 50. ^ 

Mr. Weiland. Yes. 

Senator Levin. That is an email dated March 21 that you re- 
ceived from Pat Hagan, and he is the CIO’s quantitative analyst 
in London. Here is the subject line of the email: “Optimizing regu- 
latory capital.” 

In his email Mr. Hagan proposes categorizing synthetic credit po- 
sitions based on what would create the lowest possible capital 
charge to the bank. And if you look at the top of page 2 , he says 
the following: “. . . we should treat the regulatory capital calcula- 
tion as an exercise of automatically finding the best results of an 
immensely arbitrary and complicated formula.” 

So a few hours later, Mr. Hagan received a call from Anil 
Bangia, who worked in the bank’s Model Risk and Development 
Group. Exhibit No. 51a^ is a transcript of an excerpt of this call 
now between Mr. Bangia and Mr. Hagan. 

“Mr. Bangia: I think . . . the email that you sent out, I think 
there is a, just FYI, there is a bit of sensitivity around this topic. 
So—” 

“Mr. Hagan: There, there is a lot of sensitivity. 

“Mr. Bangia: Exactly, so I think what I would do is not put these 
things in email.” 

While Mr. Bangia made it clear in his email that “optimizing reg- 
ulatory capital” was not safe to put in writing — in other words, 
they discuss it on the phone. 

So later that day, Mr. Hagan and Mr. Bangia spoke again. This 
is now Exhibit No. 516."^ 

“Mr. Hagan: Um, that email that I should not have sent? ” 

“Mr. Bangia: Um hum.” “Yes,” in other words. 

“Mr. Hagan: Have you read it? Is that a feasible thing to do or 
is that impossible? ” 

“Mr. Bangia: Well it’s, in some ways it’s somewhat feasible,” and 
then they go on to discuss Mr. Hagan’s proposal. 


^See Exhibit No. 46, which appears in the Appendix on page 778. 

2 See Exhibit No. 50, which appears in the Appendix on page 788. 

3 See Exhibit No. 51a, which appears in the Appendix on page 790. 
^See Exhibit No. 51b, which appears in the Appendix on page 791. 
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Mr. Weiland, despite the sensitivity, this email indicates that 
Mr. Hagan continued to pursue his efforts to produce the lowest 
possible RWA and to “optimize regulatory capital.” Right? Do you 
agree with that, what I read? Did I read that accurately? 

Mr. Weiland. Mr. Hagan was doing calculations to estimate 
what he thought the regulatory capital should be. He was not re- 
sponsible for the official calculation of the regulatory capital. 

Senator Levin. Yes, but the question is whether or not is there 
some reason you should not put that in an email. Why is this the 
subject of a phone call, optimizing regulatory capital? 

Mr. Weiland. I was aware 

Senator Levin. Why hide it? 

Mr. Weiland. Because it was not the business purpose, it was 
not what we were trying to achieve. Mr. Hagan had a misunder- 
standing as to what we were trying to achieve and was treating 
this regulatory capital exercise as a mathematical problem rather 
than understanding the actual rules in the process. 

Senator Levin. That is why you do not put it in writing? 

Mr. Weiland. Well, we did not want anyone to misconstrue or 
misunderstand what it was we were trying to achieve, and when 
Pat sent around those emails, people were misunderstanding. 

Senator Levin. They thought you were doing what it said you 
were doing, which is 

Mr. Weiland. What Pat was doing. 

Senator Levin [continuing]. Optimizing regulatory capital. 

Mr. Weiland. That is what Pat was trying to do. 

Senator Levin. Yes. 

Mr. Weiland. And what we were doing is telling him that this 
is not the objective of the exercise. 

Senator Levin. Therefore, do not say things like that in writing. 

Mr. Weiland. Do not do it, and do not say it. 

Senator Levin. Yes, but he continued to do it in another phone 
call. 

Take a look at Exhibit No. 51c. ^ That is a transcript of a phone 
conversation the next day between Mr. Hagan and you. This is 
what you say to Mr. Hagan: “I keep getting banged up ... I know 
you’ve had some emails back and forth with Venkat and Anil or 
whoever on the optimization of the IRC and CRM and everything 
else. I told this to Javier” — in other words, Hagan’s boss — “the 
other day but maybe he didn’t mention it to you — everyone is very 
sensitive about the idea — writing emails about the idea of opti- 
mizing.” 

Why is optimizing such a sensitive issue? 

Mr. Weiland. Because at that point in time, we were making a 
separation in the portfolios, trying to understand and define which 
part of the portfolios should be subject, according to the new regu- 
latory rules, to IRC calculation and which part of the portfolios 
should be subject to CRM calculation. It was not and it is not some- 
thing that is meant to be recalculated on a daily basis to optimize 
it. It is meant to be done based on a business purpose of the two 
portfolios. 


^See Exhibit No. 51c, which appears in the Appendix on page 793. 
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Mr. Hagan, in his role as a mathematician and a quantitative 
specialist, was focused too much on his own mathematical interest 
in optimizing it and not enough on what the actual rules and objec- 
tives of the exercise were. 

Senator Levin. He was just pursuing a mathematical interest. 
He was not operating in furtherance of the bank’s goals? 

Mr. Weiland. In fact, we were instructing him that it was not 
the goal, that we had to do a one-time split of the portfolios accord- 
ing to the regulatory rules, and that we were not intending to con- 
tinue optimizing the portfolio. And it was his, continued — he had 
an opinion, and he wanted people to hear it, and he continued to 
send emails about it, and, it was not consistent with what we were 
trying to achieve that we told him to stop doing it. 

Senator Levin. He thought he was carrying out a purpose, right? 

Mr. Weiland. He did. 

Senator Levin. But it was a violation of the bank’s policy. 

Mr. Weiland. Right. 

Senator Levin. Do not put it in emails. 

Mr. Weiland. Well, primarily 

Senator Levin. You said, “Do not put it in emails.” You did not 
say, “Hey, you are on the wrong track.” 

Mr. Weiland. I told him both things. 

Senator Levin. You said, “Do not put it in emails.” 

Mr. Weiland. I did not want him to put it in an email because 
it was misconstruing what it was we were trying to achieve. 

Senator Levin. Where do you see that? 

Mr. Weiland. I am not sure I see it in the transcript, but I had 
many conversations with Pat about this. 

Senator Levin. So in this transcript, saying, “Do not write emails 
about this,” because 

Mr. Weiland. This phone call 

Senator Levin [continuing]. This is the wrong policy. 

Mr. Weiland. This phone call was to tell him not to write these 
emails. 

Senator Levin. Telling him, “Do not write emails.” You did not 
say, “It is the wrong policy. That is not what we are trying to do 
at this bank.” You say, “This is a sensitive subject. Do not put it 
in emails.” Right? 

Mr. Weiland. Correct. 

Senator Levin. Mr. Cavanagh, in your prepared statement, you 
say that, “Future synthetic credit positions in CIO will be subject 
to appropriate reporting and monitoring requirements and linked 
with appropriate documentation to a particular risk or set of risks 
that they are designed to offset.” 

You also said in your prepared testimony that, “We believe that 
the changes that we have made appropriately reflect the approach 
to hedging outlined in the proposed Volcker Rule and that they im- 
pose strong internal controls over hedging, including that all 
hedged transactions be properly documented and monitored.” 

Are you saying that the bank from now on is going to require 
contemporaneous hedging documentation for all hedges? Is that 
what you are saying? 

Mr. Cavanagh. For all portfolio hedging, we will require contem- 
poraneous documentation that links the risk that is to be hedged 
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with what the hedge is constructed to he and require ongoing moni- 
toring from the time a hedge goes on. 

Senator Levin. Now, you say in your statement that the docu- 
mentation is going to identify a particular risk or set of risks that 
they — I presume you mean the hedging positions — are designed to 
offset. Right? 

Mr. Cavanagh. Yes. 

Senator Levin. Now, rather than identifying risks to be offset, 
are you also going to identify the assets to be offset? 

Mr. Cavanagh. Yes. [Pause.] 

Senator Levin. Let me go back and just clarify one thing. Mr. 
Weiland, I think that you testified that optimizing RWA was done 
once. Is that correct? It was allowed on a one-time basis? 

Mr. Weiland. The intention was split the book into a portfolio 
that included only index positions and no tranches and would re- 
ceive an IRC charge, and a separate book which would include a 
mixture of index positions and tranches, which would be, the hedge 
ratios, and trades would be actively managed; and that going for- 
ward after that had been done, trades either needed to be assigned 
to the IRC book or the CRM book, and that there was not meant 
to be an ongoing process of optimization that would potentially blur 
the lines between the two. 

Senator Levin. All right. So there intention — was not an inten- 
tion, you said, on an ongoing basis to optimize the book. And my 
question is this: On that one-time basis, it was going to be allowed. 
Is that correct, but on a one-time basis? 

Mr. Weiland. Yes. The objective was within the rules to achieve 
the best RWA, of course. 

Senator Levin. On that one time. 

Mr. Weiland. Yes. And then move forward assigning trades on 
a business 

Senator Levin. But not on an ongoing basis? 

Mr. Weiland. There was not meant to be any further cross-fer- 
tilization between one of the books and the other book for the pur- 
pose of optimizing capital. 

Senator Levin. Now, why should it be allowed on a one-time 
basis? 

Mr. Weiland. Well, by the rules, if you are using index positions 
and not tranches — in other words, you are not correlation trading, 
you are 

Senator Levin. Why is it that something not allowed on an ongo- 
ing basis is allowed on a one-time basis? That is what I am trying 
to understand. 

Mr. Weiland. Well, I am not a regulatory policy expert, but my 
understanding 

Senator Levin. You think the regulators allow that optimization 
for once, but do not allow it on an ongoing basis? 

Mr. Weiland. So I am not clear on what exactly the language 
in the rule is, but my understanding was that you are allowed to 
separate the portfolios based on instrumentation and business pur- 
pose. But what we understood to be prohibited was ongoing optimi- 
zation that would include moving trades back and forth between 
the books not for a business purpose but for optimization purposes. 
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Senator Levin. You think that the regulators say it is OK to do 
it once but do not keep on doing it? 

Mr. Weiland. That is my understanding. 

Senator Levin. OK. We will find out later this afternoon. 

What we have seen during this investigation is the evidence that 
JPMorgan piled on risk, broke risk limits, hid losses, manipulated 
models, dodged oversight, misinformed the public. That is not what 
a leading bank should be doing. You folks have testified here that 
you have taken some steps to clean up that act. I hope that is true. 
The public deserves it. The economy requires it. We have to have 
confidence in our banks, and particularly the major banks, which 
have such an impact should there be a major problem with those 
banks. 

And so I want to end with a thank you to you folks for being here 
without requiring subpoenas and also for your cooperation with the 
investigation. You have done that, and we are highly critical of 
these activities, and appropriately so, but at least the bank has 
been cooperative with our investigation, and for that we are grate- 
ful. You are excused. 

We are going to take a 5-minute break. [Recess.] 

OK. We will come back to order. 

I now want to call our final panel of witnesses: Tom Curry, the 
Comptroller of the Currency; Scott Waterhouse, OCC’s Examiner- 
in-Charge at JPMorgan Chase; and, finally, Michael Sullivan, a 
Deputy Comptroller for Risk Analysis at the OCC. 

Mr. Curry, you testified before the Subcommittee last summer, 
I believe, at our HSBC hearing, and I know that you made a spe- 
cial effort to get here today, and we very much appreciate that. We 
welcome you back here and look forward to your testimony. And, 
Mr. Waterhouse and Mr. Sullivan, I think this is the first time that 
you have appeared before our Subcommittee. We welcome you both, 
and I appreciate your being here today. 

As you know, under our rules all witnesses who testify before the 
Subcommittee are sworn in. At this time I would ask each of you 
then to please stand and raise your right hand. Do you swear that 
the testimony you are about to give before this Subcommittee will 
be the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth, so help 
you, God? 

Mr. Curry. I do. 

Mr. Waterhouse. I do. 

Mr. Sullivan. I do. 

Senator Levin. We will use again this afternoon the same timing 
system. One minute before the red light comes on, you will see the 
light change from green to yellow, and that gives you an oppor- 
tunity to conclude your remarks. The written testimony will be 
printed in the record in its entirety, so if you can, please limit your 
oral testimony to no more than 10 minutes. 

I think, Mr. Curry, you will be presenting testimony, I believe, 
for the OCC. Will that be the only testimony that we will get? 

Mr. Curry. My colleagues will introduce themselves briefly after 
I conclude. Senator. 

Senator Levin. That is fine. Thank you very much. 

So let me call on you with, again, our thanks, Mr. Curry. 
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TESTIMONY OF HON. THOMAS J. CURRY/ COMPTROLLER OF 
THE CURRENCY, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY 

Mr. Curry. Thank you, Chairman Levin, Ranking Member 
McCain, and Members of the Subcommittee. We appreciate this op- 
portunity to discuss the OCC’s oversight of JPMorgan Chase as it 
relates to the bank’s more than $6 billion loss from credit deriva- 
tives trades in the Chief Investment Office. The OCC has sup- 
ported the Subcommittee’s investigation into this incident, and we 
look forward to continuing to cooperate on this matter. 

The risk management culture and processes at the bank that al- 
lowed these significant trading losses to occur are completely unac- 
ceptable to the OCC. A strong culture of corporate governance and 
oversight was clearly lacking and, thus, internal controls failed to 
identify and manage the mounting risks in the CIO. Equally trou- 
bling was the failure of the bank to provide timely and complete 
information to the OCC as events unfolded. This is a serious 
breach in the conduct that we demand from bank management 
when dealing with our supervisory staff. 

The OCC takes these matters very seriously. In January, we 
issued a comprehensive cease-and-desist order that directed the 
bank to correct the unsafe and unsound practices and legal viola- 
tions related to the CIO’s derivatives trading. 

As more fully described in our cease-and-desist order, we found 
deficiencies in a number of core functions, mainly oversight and 
governance; risk management processes and procedures; controls 
over trade valuation; development and implementation of models; 
and internal audit processes. We are closely monitoring the bank’s 
compliance with our order and evaluating what additional actions 
might be necessary. 

Had the bank’s risk management and audit processed worked as 
intended, this activity should have been highlighted to us. None- 
theless, there were red flags that we failed to notice and act upon. 
However, once we became aware of the potential scope of the prob- 
lem, we quickly took actions. 

First, we directed the bank to provide us with granular informa- 
tion about its trading activities in the Synthetic Credit Portfolio of 
the CIO so that we could fully assess the risks being taken. 

We also launched a full-scale, comprehensive review of the activi- 
ties and oversight of the CIO and Synthetic Credit Portfolio. The 
review had two components: The first was a comprehensive review 
to assess the quality of management and the risk management 
processes in the CIO function. We looked at the effectiveness of 
board oversight, including whether the Risk Committee members 
were appropriately informed and engaged, the types and reason- 
ableness of risk metrics and limits; the model governance review 
process; the valuation control process; and the quality of work by 
the independent risk management team, as well as internal audit. 

We closely monitored the bank’s wind-down of the SCP on a daily 
basis. In addition, we assessed the adequacy of the information re- 
ported within the holding company and the bank. We wanted to 
know, first, whether they had adequate information to monitor 
their own risk; and, second, whether the information provided to 


^The prepared statement of Mr. Curry appears in the Appendix on page 129. 
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the OCC was sufficient for us to evaluate the risks and risk con- 
trols associated with the positions undertaken by the CIO. 

The second prong was an internal review to assess the quality 
of our supervision and lessons we could learn to strengthen our su- 
pervision at the bank and across the large bank population that we 
oversee. Our goal here is to ensure that we focus our resources effi- 
ciently and effectively to identify risks, assess banks’ governance 
and risk management, and ensure that weaknesses are addressed 
promptly. 

As a result of this review, we are taking a number of steps to 
strengthen our supervision of large banks. For instance, we are 
working to ensure that we receive and act upon timely and com- 
plete information, that we regularly review models and reports 
banks use for regulatory capital purposes, and that we treat as red 
flags any sudden changes in key risk areas. Our lessons learned 
are more fully described in my written statement. 

The Subcommittee’s report contains thoughtful recommendations 
that will further enhance our supervision of derivatives activities. 
Although we are carefully studying the details in the recommenda- 
tion, we fully agree with the principles they embody. Indeed, sev- 
eral of the recommendations reinforce requirements in our cease- 
and-desist order. 

We will continue to investigate this matter and the new informa- 
tion provided in the Subcommittee’s report. Be assured that I will 
not hesitate to take additional actions, if warranted, in response to 
any new information we learn from the report. 

I am joined today by Scott Waterhouse and Michael Sullivan. 
Scott is the OCC’s examiner-in-charge of JPMorgan’s national 
bank, and Michael is a Ph.D. economist with a background in 
quantitative analysis and risk modeling who led the OCC’s internal 
review. 

I would like to now turn to Scott and Michael to introduce them- 
selves to the Subcommittee, and then we will be pleased to answer 
any questions. 

Senator Levin. Thank you so much, Mr. Curry. Please proceed, 
Mr. Waterhouse. 

TESTIMONY OF SCOTT WATERHOUSE, i EXAMINER-IN-CHARGE, 

OCC NATIONAL BANK EXAMINERS— JPMORGAN CHASE, OF- 
FICE OF COMPTROLLER OF THE CURRENCY 

Mr. Waterhouse. Chairman Levin and Ranking Member 
McCain, my name is Scott Waterhouse, and I am the OCC’s exam- 
iner-in-charge at JPMorgan Chase’s national bank subsidiaries. I 
have been with the OCC for 30 years. 

I started as a career bank examiner out in San Francisco, where 
I spent my first 7 years examining community, mid-sized, and mul- 
tinational banks on the west coast and internationally. In 1990, I 
transferred to London where I spent 7 years examining major ac- 
tivities of U.S. banks and then becoming the EIC for the OCC’s 
lending operation. 

I have been a team leader of capital markets and an EIC of a 
large bank. I assumed the role of EIC OE JPMC in 2008. At JPMC, 


^The prepared statement of Mr. Waterhouse appears in the Appendix on page 129. 
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I supervised a staff of 65 examiners who provide oversight of the 
bank’s activities. I and several members of my staff have been 
pleased to assist the Subcommittee in its investigation, and I am 
happy to answer any questions you have today. 

Senator Levin. Thank you so much, Mr. Waterhouse. Mr. Sul- 
livan. 

TESTIMONY OF MICHAEL SULLIVAN, i DEPUTY COMPTROLLER 

FOR RISK ANALYSIS, RISK ANALYSIS DEPARTMENT, OFFICE 

OF THE COMPTROLLER OF THE CURRENCY 

Mr. Sullivan. Chairman Levin, my name is Michael Sullivan. I 
am the Deputy Comptroller for Risk Analysis at the OCC. 

As Deputy Comptroller, I provide executive oversight for the 
three Risk Analysis Divisions that provide expertise for the agency 
on modeling of credit risk, market risk, and enterprise-wide risk. 

I also serve as a key adviser and technical expert for the OCC 
Economics Department and the OCC on practical and policy issues 
related to the use of quantitative models by banks and the over- 
sight of banks’ model risk in supervision. 

I joined the OCC in 1999 as a financial economist and was ap- 
pointed Deputy Director for Market Risk Modeling in 2004. In 
2008, I was appointed the Director of the Market Risk Analysis Di- 
vision. 

In May 2012, I was asked by the Comptroller and our Executive 
Committee to do an internal report on JPMC CIO losses. In par- 
ticular, the report would include a chronology of events associated 
with the bank’s trading loss in order to identify gaps in bank busi- 
ness and risk management. 

As important, if not more important, I was asked to provide an 
objective review of the OCC’s supervisory response to the trading 
loss in order to identify lessons we can learn from this event. I 
chronicled my findings and report to the Comptroller last October, 
and the OCC’s executive management team agreed with the find- 
ings and recommendations and has formulated plans to address 
them. 

I look forward to answering any questions you might have. 
Thank you. 

Senator Levin. Thank you all. 

Let me start off by kind of summarizing what happened here be- 
cause one of the mysteries of this investigation is how it is possible 
that a huge and high-risk derivative trading portfolio could be op- 
erated for years at JPMorgan Chase without the OCC’s full knowl- 
edge and oversight. 

The Synthetic Credit Portfolio started out small in 2006, but in 
2011 it increased tenfold, and in early 2012 it tripled again to $157 
billion, as shown in Exhibit No. la,^ which is in the exhibit book 
in front of you, and there is a chart there which I think you are 
probably familiar with as well. 

In 2011 and 2012, CIO traders engaged in massive trades, some- 
times involving hundreds of millions of dollars, and by March 2012, 
it compiled a high-risk mix of over 100 credit derivatives that ref- 


^The prepared statement of Mr. Sullivan appears in the Appendix on page 129. 
2 See Exhibit No. la, which appears in the Appendix on page 511. 
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erenced both investment and non-investment grade companies, had 
multiple maturity dates, and included both short and long positions 
that offset each other in very complex ways. The bank did not tell 
the OCC all about that portfolio, and we will hear more about that 
from the OCC itself. 

Now, let me start off with you, Mr. Waterhouse. As the OCC’s 
head examiner at JPMorgan, what did you think when you saw or 
heard about the whale trades on April 6, 2012? Tell us what your 
reaction was. How much did you know about this whole SCP port- 
folio? 

Mr. Waterhouse. Well, at that point of time, I knew very little. 
We had an understanding that the SCP portfolio had been in place 
for a number of years, and it had operated as management has in- 
tended, I think, over a number of years. And having said that, we 
spent most of our time — given that, and given that it did not sur- 
face to our attention, we spent our time focusing on what we con- 
sidered to be the higher-risk activities. When the London 

Senator Levin. The higher-risk activities where? 

Mr. Waterhouse. All across the bank. 

Senator Levin. OK. So you did not consider that to be a high- 
risk activity. 

Mr. Waterhouse. I did not. 

Senator Levin. You had no reason to believe it until April 2012? 

Mr. Waterhouse. And in April 2012, when the London whale ar- 
ticle came out, I was surprised by that, and we set about from 
there a series of meetings with the bank to try to figure out what 
it all meant. So my initial response was to go to the bank and try 
to figure out what was going on. 

Senator Levin. Prior to that time, had you received regular infor- 
mation about the SCP portfolio? 

Mr. Waterhouse. No, we did not. 

Senator Levin. Now, when the OCC asked about the whale 
trades, you apparently got such reassuring answers from the bank 
that the OCC considered the matter closed on April 30. Is that cor- 
rect? 

Mr. Waterhouse. I would not quite characterize it that way. We 
did get assurances. Management gave us information about what 
they felt the trade had been doing or the portfolio — how the port- 
folio was behaving. We were reassured a bit at the time, to be hon- 
est, and yet we asked for followup meetings and had a meeting the 
week after that where we got more information on that. 

So as we went through the month of April, we were following it 
up, but as we look back, we were not following up as aggressively 
as we ought to at that time. Clearly, we should have been more ag- 
gressive in looking at the portfolio. 

Senator Levin. In Exhibit No. 66,^ this is an email, from one 
OCC examiner to another OCC examiner. If you will look at Ex- 
hibit No. 66. 

Mr. Waterhouse. Yes. 

Senator Levin. At the bottom of the third page, it says, “The 
Whale Trade issue is considered closed — email went out to Senior 
Management yesterday.” So is that just one examiner telling an- 


^See Exhibit No. 66, which appears in the Appendix on page 831. 
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other examiner something that was just not exactly accurate? Or 
what does that reference? 

Mr. Waterhouse. I do think — actually, I focused so much on the 
first half of that sentence; I do not know about the second half. But 
on the first half, as I discussed with my team leader, who said 
that, I think it is a poor choice of words right there. We had — and, 
in fact, just above that, “Follow-Up Items,” refers to Fred’s email 
of 4/17 which included a to-do list while he is out. At that point 
in time, we brought in some trading experts that we have that 
work primarily on the investment bank, and they were beginning 
to delve into the SCP portfolio. Those individuals are very aggres- 
sive, and I think Fred’s comment here was, “Hey, wait, we just had 
a meeting with the bank. The bank is going to gather some infor- 
mation and come back to us. Let us wait and see what their re- 
sponse is.” 

Again, it was not as aggressive as it should have been. 

Senator Levin. All right. The “Meeting Minutes (4/18)” are the 
place where those words are located. Do you see that right at the 
top of that? About one-third up the page it says, “Meeting Minutes 
(4/18).” 

Mr. Waterhouse. Yes. 

Senator Levin. So it is right in the minutes that it made that 
reference, but you are saying it is just an inaccurate description. 

Mr. Waterhouse. Down at the bottom, the London whale issue 
being closed, we did not consider it closed. 

Senator Levin. OK. Now, what should the bank have told the 
OCC about the SCP? For instance, when it grew tenfold in 2011 
to $51 billion, should the OCC have been informed of that? 

Mr. Waterhouse. I think we should have been informed, yes, 
sir. 

Senator Levin. And what about in the first quarter of 2012 when 
the portfolio tripled in 3 months to $157 billion? Should the OCC 
have been informed about that? 

Mr. Waterhouse. Absolutely. 

Senator Levin. Is it not true that when a derivatives portfolio 
gets to be that big that there is a special danger because even a 
small drop in price can result in massive losses? 

Mr. Waterhouse. Yes, particularly when it is as complex as this 
one was. 

Senator Levin. This was described, this portfolio, as being a “per- 
ilous size,” I think by Mr. Cavanagh, actually, in one of his emails 
or at one point. Is that an accurate description, when it gets to be 
this size it has got some real dangers? 

Mr. Waterhouse. I think that is one of many adjectives that 
would fit. 

Senator Levin. And if a portfolio consists of synthetic deriva- 
tives — maybe I will ask this of you, Mr. Curry — does it pose special 
risk because there is no tangible asset or revenue stream to stop 
losses and derivative prices are often subject to split second trading 
and price changes? 

Mr. Curry. Yes, Senator. 

Senator Levin. Now, the bank has represented to the SEC that 
the portfolio served as a key tool for offsetting credit risks in their 
$350 billion portfolio and maybe for the rest of the bank as well. 
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Should the bank have told you about the hedging strategy along 
the way? Maybe I will ask you again, Mr. Waterhouse. 

Mr. Waterhouse. I think there were all aspects of the portfolio 
that we should have been informed about. 

Senator Levin. All right. What is the regulatory standard — 
maybe I will ask you again, either you, Mr. Curry, or anyone who 
you wish to designate. What is the regulatory standard for when 
a bank is required to alert the OCC to new derivatives informa- 
tion? 

Mr. Curry. Senator, generally speaking, we do not view the dis- 
closure requirements of institutions to be very narrow. We view 
them as being broad. A bank should flag or highlight to us any sig- 
nificant change in their business activities, particularly those that 
could pose additional risk. We do not base it on specific regulatory 
or other requirements. We need to have full knowledge of the 
bank’s activities. 

Mr. Waterhouse. Senator, if I may just jump in there? 

Senator Levin. Sure, please. 

Mr. Waterhouse. My expectation of the bank is if they are going 
to enter any new business, any new activity, we ought to be in- 
formed, and they ought to have some type of risk management con- 
trol system designed ahead of time before they implement it and 
have thought through the management reporting and the limit 
structure and the whole governance process. And whether that is 
codified or not, it is certainly my expectation for safe and sound op- 
eration. 

Senator Levin. We had a $157 billion high-risk derivatives port- 
folio here that OCC hardly knew existed, and that strikes me as 
being a hidden financial risk. Is that the way the OCC views it? 

Mr. Waterhouse. I would view it that way, yes, sir. 

Senator Levin. Now, is this something that OCC has to or is ex- 
pected to have to ferret out? Or is this something that the banks 
are supposed to disclose? You sort of answered that before, but 
where does the responsibility lie here? 

Mr. Waterhouse. The responsibility would lie first and foremost 
with management, to have the proper risk systems and controls, 
proper reporting. And then for us as the primary regulator of the 
national bank, we ought to be informed, receive the regular reports, 
and understand the risks as they transpire. 

Senator Levin. During our investigation we came across a num- 
ber of incidents where it appeared that JPMorgan Chase was not 
being straight with the OCC, and here are a couple: 

On January 30, 2012, the CIO met with the OCC at a standard 
quarterly meeting that the OCC requires to discuss upcoming 
plans. The CIO’s chief financial officer, John Wilmot, attended that 
meeting with the OCC. So take a look, if you would, at Exhibit No. 
58.1 

Exhibit No. 58 is an OCC summary of this meeting of January 
30, 2012. In interviews, both the OCC examiner, Jaymin Berg, who 
attended the meeting and who wrote this summary, and Mr. 
Wilmot, who is, again, the CIO’s Chief Einancial Officer, confirmed 
to this Subcommittee that the notes were an accurate summary. 


^See Exhibit No. 58, which appears in the Appendix on page 807. 
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About two-thirds down the page, the OCC States that they were 
told the following by Mr. Wilmot — and you can see this. It is near 
the bottom. “The MTM Book” — mark-to-market book — “is decreas- 
ing in size in 2012.” 

Now, this is a January 31 summary of a meeting, again, between 
OCC and the bank. Did the SCP decrease in size in 2012? That is 
question one. 

Mr. Waterhouse. Absolutely not. It mushroomed or ballooned. 

Senator Levin. Now, on April 16, 2012, the bank met with the 
OCC and provided its first written presentation on the Synthetic 
Credit Portfolio since the media turned the spotlight on the whale 
trades. At that April 16, 2012, meeting, the bank gave the OCC a 
presentation which stated that the SCP’s first quarter losses were 
$580 million. Internally, the CIO had reported that at the end of 
the first quarter SCP losses were $719 million. And that is laid out 
in a chart which is Exhibit No. Ig,^ but I think you can just as- 
sume that I am stating that accurately — for the moment, at least. 

By April 16, the day of the meeting, the losses had already 
climbed to $1.25 billion, and, again, that is on Exhibit No. Ig, and 
this data came to us from the bank. We put together the chart. 

So the bank gave the OCC a number on April 16, $580 million, 
that was 20 percent less than it had reported internally for the 
quarter end, which was $719 million, and it was half of what was 
on the bank’s books for the day of the meeting, or the day before 
the meeting, $1.2 billion. 

So was that an understatement of SCP losses to the OCC? 

Mr. Waterhouse. Absolutely. 

Senator Levin. Is that acceptable? And what do you do when you 
find out about that? 

Mr. Waterhouse. Well, in the first instance, it is not acceptable, 
and in the second instance, as we find out about this and, honestly, 
as we go through your report, there is a lot of interesting informa- 
tion that we have to digest still. So I think we are still in the proc- 
ess of determining. 

Mr. Curry. Senator, it is wholly unacceptable for an institution, 
its officers, or employees to provide false or misleading information 
to the OCC and its examiners. 

Senator Levin. A couple weeks later, on May 4, the bank was 
working to finalize its first quarter financials, which it had to re- 
port publicly on its SEC filings. On that day, Mr. Waterhouse, you 
received a call from two senior bank executives, the Chief Financial 
Officer, Mr. Braunstein, and the Chief Risk Officer, Mr. Hogan. 
You summarized that call in Exhibit No. 68. ^ If you turn to Exhibit 
No. 68, you summarized that call you had with Mr. Braunstein and 
Mr. Hogan. 

Halfway down the page, this is what you wrote. You wrote that 
the bank said that the Synthetic Credit Portfolio had lost approxi- 
mately $1.6 billion. But internally, the bank reported as of the end 
of the previous day, the SCP loss was about $91 million for the day 
and had cumulative losses of $2.2 billion. 

So did the bank give the OCC inaccurate information on May 4? 


^See Exhibit No. Ig, which appears in the Appendix on page 517. 
2 See Exhibit No. 68, which appears in the Appendix on page 838. 
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Mr. Waterhouse. In respect to the $1.6 billion, I thought that 
was a cumulative number at the time. But, I heard the testimony 
earlier today that 

Senator Levin. That is OK. No, that is good. If you heard that 
testimony — I was going to ask you about that. 

Mr. Waterhouse. Because whether 

Senator Levin. They said it was intended to be the second quar- 
ter loss up to that point and did not include the first quarter losses. 
Did you hear that? 

Mr. Waterhouse. I did hear that, yes, sir. 

Senator Levin. And does that resonate? 

Mr. Waterhouse. I do not know. I thought that this was the all- 
in number, but it could have been that way. 

Senator Levin. All right. Now, you also wrote in the email that 
the bank said, quote, that if you — referring to the OCC — “have 
been watching the position reports and the P&Ls,” do you know 
what position reports and P&Ls you could have been watching? 

Mr. Waterhouse. We were not getting daily P&L reports on the 
SCP portfolio at that point in time. We started getting them mid- 
May through today. 

Senator Levin. After the whole thing blew up. 

Mr. Waterhouse. After it all blew up. But we were not getting 
SCP daily reports at that time. 

Senator Levin. All right. So when Ms. Drew said you were, or 
she thought you were, she was wrong. You were not. 

Mr. Waterhouse. We were not getting specific detailed SCP re- 
ports. 

Senator Levin. All right. And you were not getting the position 
reports or the P&L data for the synthetic credit book. Is that right? 

Mr. Waterhouse. That would be correct. To the best of my 
knowledge. 

Senator Levin. All right. Now, on January 31, they said that the 
SCP is decreasing when it is increasing. They then kind of take a 
little jab at you by saying you guys would have — if you would have 
been following our position reports and our P&Ls, then you would 
have been able to know what was going on, when you were not 
even getting the position reports and the P&Ls. So far are you with 
me? 

Mr. Waterhouse. Yes. To the best of my knowledge, yes. 

Senator Levin. OK. Now, that kind of tone I am afraid went to 
the top. There were a number of occasions when that kind of a tone 
about the OCC coming too much into the bank’s business and so 
forth is, I am afraid, carried on with another conversation. Here is 
what happened, as far as we can tell, in late 2011 or maybe early 
2012. The bank stopped sending the investment bank’s daily profit 
and loss data to the OCC. Does anyone remember that, when that 
happened? 

Mr. Waterhouse. Yes, that would be me, and, in fact, it was in 
2011 that actually occurred. 

Senator Levin. Do you know the month? 

Mr. Waterhouse. August. 

Senator Levin. OK. So in August 2011, the bank just stopped 
sending its investment bank’s daily profit and loss data to the 
OCC. Was there an explanation given to you? 
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Mr. Waterhouse. There was — after we inquired, day two — we 
found it day one, thought it was a systems error. Day two, when 
it did not come again, we inquired with the regulatory liaison, and 
then ultimately it went up to Mr. Braunstein, and later on I had 
a conversation with Mr. Braunstein and Mr. Dimon. I am sorry. 
The second part of your question, yes, I was given an explanation 
at the time that said that there had heen some leaks of information 
and lost data, and I would say none of which were attributed to 
the OCC, but that the bank was concerned about who was getting 
what and that it was rethinking its distribution of certain reports. 

Senator Levin. They were not accusing you then of leaking. 

Mr. Waterhouse. They did not accuse me. 

Senator Levin. No, I do not mean you. They did not accuse the 
OCC of leaking? 

Mr. Waterhouse. I do not think so. But I think at that point 
in time, they were unsure where they were coming from. It could 
have been internal bank, could have been a regulator, could have 
been anywhere. 

Senator Levin. All right. And then, as you just pointed out, you 
escalated the issue to the senior bank executives urging a reversal 
of the decision. Is that correct? 

Mr. Waterhouse. I did. 

Senator Levin. And did Mr. Braunstein agree to restore that re- 
port? 

Mr. Waterhouse. Yes he did. 

Senator Levin. Did he mention he was going to do that in front 
of Mr. Dimon? Is it true — or how did Mr. Dimon react? 

Mr. Waterhouse. Well, we had the discussion of why the infor- 
mation was turned off, which parallels what I just mentioned here. 
And when Mr. Dimon was saying why we were not going to get it, 
Mr. Braunstein basically said, “Well, I actually already started giv- 
ing it to them again.” To which Mr. Dimon expressed his dismay 
and, said that it was his decision to be able to make that. 

Senator Levin. As to whether to return to 

Mr. Waterhouse. Whether to turn the reports back on to the 
OCC. 

Senator Levin. So apparently he had decided to stop the reports 
and 

Mr. Waterhouse. It sounded — I took it that way, yes, sir. 

Senator Levin. And so he would be the one to restore the flow. 

Mr. Waterhouse. Yes, sir. 

Senator Levin. And did he raise his voice? 

Mr. Waterhouse. He did. 

Senator Levin. Did he say the OCC did not need the informa- 
tion? Or what did he say? 

Mr. Waterhouse. Not in that part of the conversation. Earlier 
in the conversation, he was pressing me as to, “Why would you 
need this information? What good is it? What do you use it for?” 
And he said, “I do not think you need this amount of detail. You 
can still do your supervision without it.” 

Senator Levin. OK. So that was earlier in the conversation. 

Mr. Waterhouse. That was earlier in the conversation. 

Senator Levin. And then later in the conversation, when Mr. 
Braunstein said that he had agreed to restore this report, that is 
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when Mr. Dimon reacted angrily and said that it is his decision, 
not Mr. Braunstein’s decision, to do that. 

Mr. Waterhouse. That is correct. To the hest of my recollection, 
that is 

Senator Levin. All right. That is correct to the hest of your 

Mr. Waterhouse. That is correct. 

Senator Levin. OK. Now, there is another incident, which was 
referred to, in May 2012 in an email. Exhibit No. 71, ^ where, Mr. 
Waterhouse, you recounted something that had happened 2 years 
before, so it obviously had an impression on you. It was in 2010, 
the OCC was doing a direct examination of the CIO’s investment 
portfolios and said that the CIO should do a better job documenting 
the investment decisions. In this Exhibit No. 71, you were saying 
the following: “. . . we did an examination of the CIO at the end 
of 2010 and have a followup planned soon. We had some concerns 
about overall governance and transparency of the activities.” Now, 
that was back in 2010. Is that correct? Is that right? 

Mr. Waterhouse. That is correct. 

Senator Levin. And you were referring to the CIO investment 
portfolios, which I gather unbeknownst to you included the SCP. Is 
that correct? 

Mr. Waterhouse. Correct. 

Senator Levin. So you went on to write, “We received a lot of 
pushback from the bank, Ina Drew in particular, regarding our 
comments. In fact, Ina called [OCC Examiner Fred] Crumlish . . . 
in London and ‘sternly’ discussed our conclusions with him for 45 
minutes. Basically she said that investment decisions are made 
with the full understanding of executive management including 
Jamie Dimon. She said that everyone knows what is going on and 
there is little need for more limits, controls, or reports.” 

So, now, you wrote that 2 years after the event. Is that right? 

Mr. Waterhouse. That is correct. 

Senator Levin. How did it happen that the incident stayed with 
you? 

Mr. Waterhouse. Actually, to be clear on this, that is written — 
that is actually Mr. Crumlish’s comments that I have paraphrased. 
He and I recounted that as this thing was unfolding. So I guess it 
was ingrained on Mr. Crumlish’s mind, and he brought it back up 
to me. 

Senator Levin. He shared it with you and you remembered it? 

Mr. Waterhouse. Yes. 

Senator Levin. Now, the OCC issued what is called “a Matter 
Requiring Attention” after the 2010 exam, about documenting the 
investment decisions and positions. But it did not followup for 2 
years. 

So, Mr. Waterhouse, if the OCC had required the CIO to docu- 
ment its investment decisions, is it possible that OCC would have 
learned of SCP earlier? 

Mr. Waterhouse. Yes, it is possible. 

Senator Levin. Now, Mr. Curry, let me ask you, is it up to the 
bank and should it be up to the bank to decide what is appropriate 
to give a regulator and what information can be withheld? 


^See Exhibit No. 71, which appears in the Appendix on page 843. 
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Mr. Curry. Absolutely not. It is not the role of the bank to deter- 
mine what information or records we have access to. As Commis- 
sioner of Banks in Massachusetts, I had on the wall the charter for 
the Bank of Massachusetts, 1784, signed by John Hancock, and the 
very last provision of it says that, “Examiners appointed by the 
Commonwealth shall have full and free access to all the books and 
records of an institution.” That is the fundamental cornerstone of 
our system of bank supervision in this country for over 200 years, 
and that is an unacceptable premise that the bank decides what in- 
formation is provided to the OCC and to our examiners. 

Senator Levin. So when Mr. Dimon is giving a hard time to his 
own staff and to you, Mr. Waterhouse, saying you, “Do not need 
this, why do you need this?” that is not up to him to decide. If you 
ask for that — even if you do not ask for that, if it has an effect on 
the bank’s books and the bank’s solidity, then you have a right to 
it and should get it even without asking. Is that correct? 

Mr. Waterhouse. That is correct. 

Senator Levin. Now, Mr. Curry, when a senior executive at a 
bank is engaging in kind of stopping the transmission of key data, 
is that a message to the rest of the bank which is not very helpful, 
to put it mildly? 

Mr. Curry. I think the institution’s attitude or relationship with 
our examiners starts from the top. We want and expect, particu- 
larly from large institutions, an openness of communication be- 
tween the supervisors and the institution. 

Senator Levin. Now, the bank stopped including key CIO data 
in the bank’s Executive Management Report. It failed to tell the 
OCC that the CIO had started issuing its own Executive Manage- 
ment Report in January 2012. It did not send copies of the new re- 
ports for months. That is Exhibit No. 64. ^ And the bank also failed 
to send regular reports providing verified price data for the CIO’s 
synthetic credit derivatives for February and March. That just sud- 
denly stopped. That is Exhibit No. 61. ^ 

And, by the way, these are the same months that the SCP tripled 
in size and the value manipulation intensified. 

I will ask you, Mr. Waterhouse. Why didn’t the OCC examiners 
that oversaw the CIO — why didn’t you ask the bank for missing re- 
ports until mid-April, after the media storm hit on the whale 
trades? 

Mr. Waterhouse. Senator, this is something we should have 
been all over from day one, and we did not followup promptly, and 
I am not exactly sure what happened in these instances. I would 
say, though, that given our understanding of the nature of the risk 
in the SCP and in the CIO in general, we were looking in different 
areas, examining different parts of the bank that we perceived to 
have higher risk. So this was an area, this was one of those red 
flags that you point out in your report and that we point out in our 
report that we should have seen and we should have done better 
at. 


^ See Exhibit No. 64, which appears in the Appendix on page 828. 
2 See Exhibit No. 61, which appears in the Appendix on page 822. 
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Senator Levin. OK. Now, Mr. Sullivan, I think you have looked 
into the question of how the OCC missed these flags. I believe that 
was part of your investigation? 

Mr. Sullivan. That is correct. 

Senator Levin. Can you tell us what you found? 

Mr. Sullivan. I guess what I found was that SCP was obscure 
but not hidden — obscure to the extent that, as I went through look- 
ing, at the historical reports the OCC had received, then there 
were little pieces that might be of it, but no definitive reporting. 

I did note gaps, because I was looking through the history of 
OCC reports received, so I ran into gaps several times in terms of 
what was in the OCC’s collected files. So that was one of them. I 
was looking through the EMR through — month by month, but then 
suddenly it, just dropped off in January. So I noted that among 
several other 

Senator Levin. And those should have been picked up by the 
OCC? 

Mr. Sullivan. Yes, it was the standard practice, and in contrast, 
like in the investment bank, all the reports were there. So, yes, it 
was the expectation that these reports would be followed, and if 
they are not, I mean, people are supposed to followup on that. 

Senator Levin. So that was just a failure at the OCC. 

Mr. Sullivan. That was a mistake by the OCC. 

Senator Levin. Now, the bank is also obligated to send to the 
OCC regular reports about risk limit breaches, keep the agency in- 
formed about risk problems. The bank apparently did send those 
reports, and they reported hundreds of SCP risk limit breaches in 
the first 4 months of 2012. 

This Exhibit No. 39 ^ is the list that was prepared by the bank 
in May 2012 after the media storm of all the CIO risk limit 
breaches from September 2011 through April 30, 2012. Those risk 
limit breaches jumped from 6 in the last quarter of 2011 to 170 in 
the first quarter of 2012, and then in April, 160 breaches in that 
1 month alone. 

So I take it, Mr. Waterhouse, you would agree that this is a pret- 
ty big jump, a huge jump in risk limit breaches and a worrisome 
pattern. 

Mr. Waterhouse. Absolutely. 

Senator Levin. But were they caught at the OCC? 

Mr. Waterhouse. We were actually more focused on the invest- 
ment bank at that time where we thought there was more risk to 
the bank and to the system. So we did not pursue those as we 
should have. 

Senator Levin. OK. Now, Mr. Sullivan, what did you find in your 
investigation? 

Mr. Sullivan. Certainly in terms of those 2012 exceptions, but 
one thing as part of our report, the first thing we tried to do is pro- 
vide a detailed chronology of SCP, so we went back farther in his- 
tory, back to 2006 in some cases, and I think another oversight, a 
mistake by the OCC, was in the early part of 2011. That was a 
time when the SCP portfolio was creating large and sustained limit 
excesses. So that was a year before the 2012 events. 


^See Exhibit No. 39, which appears in the Appendix on page 748. 
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And so it was — indications are that it was brought up in a meet- 
ing that the OCC and other regulators had with the bank. The 
bank said it is hard to keep track of excesses, we are working on 
automating the system. But certainly I think even at the time 
then, people would agree we should have followed up on those be- 
cause that was a chance to get a view into the portfolio, and I think 
it could have made a difference. 

Senator Levin. On the EMRs, there were no reports for 4 
months, no complaint from the OCC. Risk breach reports, no one 
acted. I am just wondering. Is this because there is not enough peo- 
ple at the OCC to read these reports? How does it happen? 

Mr. Waterhouse. I think our capital markets team, which is the 
team that is responsible for this — we have 10 folks on the team, 
and I think that is a comfortable level for us. We are actually going 
to go up by one. There are a number of examinations that we were 
doing during the first quarter of 2001. There were a number of 
other activities that we were doing. But there is no excuse for not 
having somebody look at those, and I think we were focused on 
what we considered to be higher-risk activities, and that took our 
attention away from that. I think we have reinforced back-ups and 
line-ups of responsibility, and I think that would have helped even 
something as simple as that. 

Senator Levin. OK. Now the media blitz hits, on April 19, 2012, 
after, again, the media broke the story of the whale trades, an OCC 
examiner finally contacts the bank about the SCP’s many risk 
breaches, including CSOl, if we take a look at Exhibit No. Id.^ In 
an email dated April 19, which is Exhibit No. 65 ^ — this is an email 
from OCC Examiner James Hohl — an OCC examiner asked the 
CIO why it has been in excession by 1,074 percent and had been 
in excession for 71 days. That is the email. Exhibit No. 65. 

In response, Pete Weiland, senior CIO risk officer who testified 
earlier today, wrote the following: “We are working on a new set 
of limits for synthetic credit and the current CSOl will be replaced 
by something more sensible and granular.” 

Now, this is a 1,000-percent breach for 71 days. Is that an ade- 
quate answer, to say that “we are working on a new set of limits? ” 

Mr. Waterhouse. No, sir. 

Senator Levin. If the risk limit — and particularly here, by the 
way, the limit had been in place for 3 years, and they did not re- 
place it for 3 years. Shouldn’t that have been caught by the OCC? 
Shouldn’t you have noticed that they did not review these limits for 
3 years? 

Mr. Waterhouse. Yes, our expectation is that they ought to be 
reviewing limits on an ongoing basis. It does not necessarily have 
to be annually. 

Senator Levin. But it is supposed to be at least once a year, isn’t 
it? 

Mr. Waterhouse. According to the bank policy. But our expecta- 
tion is they are reviewed and updated as and when needed. 

Senator Levin. So that you do not have a requirement of 1 year? 


^See Exhibit No. Id, which appears in the Appendix on page 514. 
2 See Exhibit No. 65, which appears in the Appendix on page 829. 
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Mr. Waterhouse. No, not that I know of, but our requirement 
would be they have to be appropriate throughout, any time. 

Senator Levin. I know that, but they do not have to be automati- 
cally reviewed every year under your policy, but it was under the 
bank policy that they would do so. 

Mr. Waterhouse. Not to my knowledge. 

Senator Levin. Not to your knowledge about OCC. 

Mr. Waterhouse. About OCC, correct. 

Senator Levin. OK. So you then were assuming that it was going 
to be updated as needed. Is that correct? 

Mr. Waterhouse. Yes, our expectation was that the limit proc- 
ess and approvals and escalation activities were happening as they 
were designed to do. 

Senator Levin. OK. Now, Mr. Sullivan, is this something you 
looked into as well? 

Mr. Sullivan. Sorry. Could you refresh my 

Senator Levin. Yes, the question of the risk limits not being re- 
viewed, is that something that you looked at? Do you agree with 
Mr. Waterhouse that this is something where the OCC properly 
could just rely on the bank to keep updated and that did not have 
to check the box that it would be reviewed every year or so, the 
limits? 

Mr. Sullivan. Yes, I would agree with Scott that our expectation 
is that risk limits are adjusted as necessary. I think it is helpful 
that many banks do have an annual cycle, just to make sure that 
happens. But they should be adequate at all times. 

Senator Levin. Now, the second risk limit on this chart is known 
as the value at risk which estimates how much money can be lost 
over the course of a day in ordinary market conditions. A mathe- 
matical model is used to evaluate how much value an investment 
portfolio is putting at risk, and if that amount exceeds the VaR, or 
the VaR limit established for the portfolio, a notice goes out to risk 
managers who are supposed to act. 

In this case, the Synthetic Credit Portfolio breached both the 
CIO and bank-wide VaR limits for several days starting on Janu- 
ary 16, breached them again for 4 days starting January 24 , and 
the breach ended when the CIO rushed through approval of a new 
VaR model. 

When the new CIO 10-Q VaR model was activated on January 
27 , it resulted in an overnight 50-percent drop in the CIO’s VaR 
results, and we have a chart up here Exhibit le^ showing that 
drop. 

Under the old model, the VaR was $132 million. Again, that is 
how much money was at risk of loss in a 1-day period. Under the 
new model, even though the portfolio had the same risky synthetic 
credit derivatives, its VaR dropped to $66 million, not coinciden- 
tally way under the VaR limit. 

So, in fact, it was so far under that the traders in London were 
immediately able to increase their risky activities without breach- 
ing the limit. 


^See Exhibit No. le, which appears in the Appendix on page 515. 
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In January, the bank notified the OCC that it was planning to 
change the CIO’s VaR model, and the new model would imme- 
diately lower the CIO’s VaR by 44 percent. 

Mr. Waterhouse, did any OCC examiner take note in January of 
the planned change in the VaR model? 

Mr. Waterhouse. We understood that the bank was imple- 
menting a new VaR model with the intention to bring the VaR into 
compliance with the percentage Basel 2.5 regulations. So we know 
that it was coming in. 

Senator Levin. OK. Now, shouldn’t the model — and I will ask 
maybe Mr. Sullivan this question — that produces a 44-percent drop 
in VaR overnight raise a red flag, cause the OCC to investigate 
how that is possible? 

Mr. Sullivan. Yes, and so it is certainly, a gap on the part of 
the OCC and, I agree that it is not just the drop, but it is also the 
fact that it comes at a time when you are breaching limits. 

I would say that we have and sometimes do evaluate VaR model 
changes even within CIO. For example, the mortgage servicing 
rights VaR model, it was changed, had a big change, and the OCC 
put people on it, both an examiner and then a financial economist 
from the OCC. So it is frustrating to see the gap here. That was 
a good chance for the OCC to get some view of the portfolio. 

Senator Levin. OK. Now, when you mentioned Basel, that was 
supposed to require tougher risk controls, was it not? 

Mr. Sullivan. Basel 2.5, which was not yet finalized, has addi- 
tional components for risk-weighted assets for market risk and also 
heightened expectations for model validation or, more generally, 
model risk management. It also has specific direction in terms of 
what positions are trading positions and so should properly go 
through that model. 

Senator Levin. But its general direction, its general theme is to 
lead to tougher risk controls, is it not? 

Mr. Sullivan. Yes. Higher capital and more stringent and direct 
direction to the banks in terms of their risk management, including 
model risk management. 

Senator Levin. All right. But here we have a case where the VaR 
was dropped by half I mean, that is not only a red flag; that is 
a pretty bright red flag, is it not? 

Mr. Sullivan. I would say so, so it is something you would want 
to followup on. 

Senator Levin. Well, it would seem to me, given Basel, or Basel 
2.5, it would be even stranger to see a 44-percent VaR drop, and 
if it were not for the coming of Basel 11. 

Mr. Sullivan. Basel 2.5 was not yet in effect. 

Senator Levin. Right. 

Mr. Sullivan. The bank was kind of getting ready for it. We had 
planned — and actually later executed — a review of all models asso- 
ciated with Basel 2.5. We did that in the summertime. That had 
been planned already. I think you would need to investigate the 
source. And so sometimes when you see these large changes, that 
can be changes in input data, changes in the model calculations, 
etc. So, definitely we need to take a look, and I think that practices 
have changed at JPMC, and I think we hope that this will go 
across the system. So that now all significant, material VaR model 
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changes are reported by the bank to the OCC in regular meetings, 
and that gives us the opportunity to pay attention to them. 

Senator Levin. Well, that is looking forward, but, again, ana- 
lyzing what happened here, I will go back to you, Mr. Waterhouse. 
The 44-percent drop in the VaR cannot be explained by the fact 
that they were getting ready for Basel 2 . 5 . That does not explain 
a drop in the VaR. If anything, you would expect no drop in the 
VaR at all as a general matter. Why would that take you off the 
hunt? 

Mr. Waterhouse. Well, in this instance, the drop in VaR, we 
saw it, but as Michael said, the intent was we were going to be 
looking at all the VaR models at a regularly scheduled review that 
we had planned for later on in the summer. So we did not act im- 
mediately. 

And the other thing, as to your earlier point, the bank did not 
calibrate its VaR limit alongside the drop in that, so that clearly 
does not go along with our expectation. 

Senator Levin. OK. Now, we also learned that the VaR model 
was developed by CIO’s Pat Hagan to lower the VaR. 

Mr. Sullivan. If I may. Chairman Levin, one reason they had 
to change the model is because it was missing a key source of risk: 
correlation risk. And the VaR model that was in operation in the 
IB captured that risk because the OCC directed the bank to do 
that. We did not realize that the bank would not also apply it to 
CIO. 

So the change was for Basel 2.5 purposes, but it would not ex- 
plain, the big drop. 

Senator Levin. And did you know that this was developed by Mr. 
Hagan at the CIO in order to lower the VaR? Were you aware of 
that? 

Mr. Sullivan. I knew it was developed by him 

Senator Levin. No, with the purpose of lowering the VaR. 

Mr. Sullivan. For the purpose of lowering it, no, I have not seen 
that as the stated purpose of it. 

Senator Levin. If you had known that, or if you had known that, 
Mr. Waterhouse, would that have affected you? 

Mr. Waterhouse. Well, I think, at this point we agree that we 
should have looked at the VaR model and what — we are imple- 
menting changes to make sure that we look at any models that do 
result in a change in the VaR or the risk-weighted assets by a cer- 
tain degree. We will be more forthright on that. But this is defi- 
nitely something that we ought to have looked at. 

Senator Levin. Now, when the bank reviewed the new model for 
approval, at that time it said that implementation issues, certain 
issues, had to be worked out before the model was activated, and 
that included a couple things: Developing a database which would 
automatically input trading data into the model. The bank did not 
fix those problems before the model was activated, and the con- 
sequences we have seen or talked about, was that they had manual 
data entry into spreadsheets every trading day, input errors, for- 
mula and calculation errors, and erroneous VaR results. 

So we have a situation where they used a flawed VaR model for 
a $350 billion portfolio, forced the CIO’s quantitative expert to do 
manual data entry into the wee hours of the night, used spread- 
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sheets because the bank could not be bothered to fund development 
of an automated database. 

Did the OCC know any about that, what I have just described? 
Mr. Waterhouse, were you aware of any of that, what I just de- 
scribed, that they were told by the risk folks, OK, you can change 
your VaR, but you got to have automated data, and that, in fact, 
they did go to automated data? Were you aware of that? 

Mr. Waterhouse. No, that there were conditions for the ap- 
proval of the VaR model, no, I did not, which is all the more dis- 
appointing there because we have been working with the bank for 
a number of years on upgrading its model governance processes, 
and we had been working on it. But this was clearly a failure on 
that, which is why we wound up putting this in our Consent Order. 

Senator Levin. Now, the new VaR model was activated on Janu- 
ary 27, 2012. It produced VaR totals for the CIO that were sub- 
stantially lower than would have been produced by the prior model, 
and I think you may have heard earlier today, as Exhibit No. le ^ 
shows, there is a chart that shows the difference in the VaR totals 
produced by the two models. 

Mr. Waterhouse, did any OCC examiner know about that dif- 
ference in the model results at that time? 

Mr. Waterhouse. No, not at that time. I do not think. 

Senator Levin. As far as you know. 

Mr. Waterhouse. As far as I know, yes. 

Senator Levin. Did the OCC test the accuracy of the new model? 

Mr. Waterhouse. No, we did not test the accuracy at that time. 

Senator Levin. Now, in May 2012, after the media disclosure of 
the whale trades, the bank determined the new VaR model was not 
portraying the SCP’s risk accurately. They discarded it, and they 
reinstated the old model, which immediately produced higher VaR 
results for the CIO. 

The story does not end there, though. Four months later, in Sep- 
tember 2012, the bank switched VaR models a third time. The new 
model, once it was put in place, again substantially lowered the 
CIO’s VaR results, this time not by 40 or 50 percent, but by about 
20 percent. 

So, Mr. Sullivan, maybe you can explain this to us. How is the 
same trading activity suddenly determined to be 20 percent less 
risky than the day before? 

Mr. Sullivan. In that particular circumstance, there was a 
change in the way in which they represented risk, and so what 
they had moved to in that summer period was to represent the risk 
at the index level as opposed to breaking it down into single-name 
exposures. They felt that the data at the index level was a better 
quality than they had at the single-name level. 

We took a look at that model and noted that it would lead to a 
difference in the treatment of the same instruments within the IB 
where SCP was located at that time. So we decided not to allow 
them to use that for the purposes of regulatory capital. 

Senator Levin. If you would, turn please to Exhibit No. 46, ^ and, 
Mr. Sullivan, this is an email dated 12/22/11. It was sent to Ina 


^See Exhibit No. le, which appears in the Appendix on page 515. 
2 See Exhibit No. 46, which appears in the Appendix on page 778. 
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Drew by the head of the CIO’s equity and credit trading operation, 
Mr. Martin-Artajo. 

In this email, Mr. Martin-Artajo suggests reducing the Synthetic 
Credit Portfolio’s risk-weighted assets, by $13 billion using dif- 
ferent tactics. One was achieving a $2 billion book reduction 
through a trading reduction, which is selling off assets. But he also 
suggests something else: A $7 billion reduction, half of the $13 bil- 
lion goal, through so-called model reductions. And my question is 
whether or not under bank capital rules, bank models such as what 
we have talked about before, CRM and VaR and stress VaR, are 
used to calculate the RWA. And the OCC has a role in making sure 
that RWA calculations are accurate because they in turn determine 
how much of a capital buffer banks have to maintain. 

Now, without getting into the OCC’s evaluation of JPMorgan’s 
models, without doing that, what is your reaction when you see a 
bank trying to reduce its RWA, not by selling off risky assets but 
by designing models to produce lower numbers? 

Mr. Sullivan. Anytime we see — well, banks would propose 
changes in models for us, and so we would evaluate the quality of 
the model, try to get a sense of how it relates to the risks and the 
business, etc. So we would have to look at the specifics of the situa- 
tion. 

Senator Levin. Well, in general, let me ask you, Mr. Curry, what 
is your reaction to that activity, reducing the RWA not by selling 
risky assets but by designing models in order to produce lower 
numbers? 

Mr. Curry. I think we would have some — or I would have some 
hesitation if it was — the purpose was to subvert the risk-weighting 
process. 

Senator Levin. Well, if its purpose is to do exactly what I said, 
would that trouble you? 

Mr. Curry. Initially, yes. 

Senator Levin. And then you mean that you would see where the 
review led to, but your first reaction would be this is a troublesome 
idea and we better look into it? Is that fair? 

Mr. Curry. Yes. 

Senator Levin. OK. Now, the portfolio traded derivatives every 
day. It was a mark-to-market portfolio so that its value had to be 
measured every day. The CIO had to report internally within the 
bank a profit or loss figure for the Synthetic Credit Portfolio re- 
flecting the actual value of the book on that day compared to the 
day before. 

The bank now acknowledges that the books basically were 
cooked, that inflated values were assigned to the derivatives in the 
synthetic credit book to minimize its losses. But the bank did not 
catch or admit that wrongdoing for months despite many flags. 

Now, one of the flags was an increase in the so-called collateral 
disputes, counterparties saying the values were too high. At one 
point these collateral disputes hit $5690 million. 

The collateral disputes began in March 2012, and picked up 
steam in April. Mr. Waterhouse, did the CIO ever have such large 
disputes before? 

Mr. Waterhouse. Not that I am aware of. 
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Senator Levin. And OCC examiners had, in fact, noticed the col- 
lateral disputes in May, Exhibit No. 73, ^ went to the bank execu- 
tives and asked about them. Exhibit No. 78 ^ is an email dated 
June 29, 2012, from an OCC examiner, Michael Kirk, describing an 
earlier call. Here is what he said, and this is Exhibit No. 78: 

“On that first daily call, Mr. Hogan” — that is the bank chief risk 
officer — “discussed that earlier there had been a large collateral 
dispute with their counterparties. I questioned him on how it was 
resolved and he said JPM eventually agreed to the counterparties’ 
marks and then paid out the near $400 million amount. I then fol- 
lowed with a question relating to what I described as mismarked 
books to which Hogan forcefully stated JPM books were not 
mismarked; leaving both Elwyn and me left puzzled over how a col- 
lateral dispute could be resolved by agreeing to the counterparties’ 
marks, without admitting your own marks were incorrect.” 

So as Mr. Kirk’s email explains, either the bank’s marks were 
right or the counterparties’ marks were right, and when the bank 
decided to accept the counterparties’ marks, it was clear the CIO 
marks were wrong. But the bank did not acknowledge that its 
marks were wrong until July. 

So, Mr. Sullivan, is it appropriate or a bank to hide its head in 
the sand after it pays its counterparties such a huge amount of 
money on these collateral disputes and insist against contrary evi- 
dence that it did not have a mismarking problem? 

Mr. Sullivan. Senator, I did not really follow the collateral dis- 
pute, but, having looked at some of the evidence here, then I would 
share the examiner’s skepticism. 

Senator Levin. OK. The bank was concerned enough about the 
marks that its head accountant, the bank’s Controller, conducted a 
special review of the SCP book from January through April 2012. 
The Controller released a report on May 10, finding that the SCP 
marks were “consistent with industry practice,” and that is Exhibit 
No. 36,^ and we had quite a conversation about that earlier today. 
So this is a report — we call it the May 10 report — where the bank 
says that what it did was consistent with industry practice. 

Now, the facts that were described in that report to me paint a 
very disturbing picture of a derivatives valuation process that was 
highly open to manipulation, resulted in some mighty hard to jus- 
tify numbers that, in fact, were discredited the very next month 
when the bank acknowledged the mismarking. 

For instance, that May 10 report documented that SCP pricing 
practices changed dramatically over the course of the first quarter. 
In January 2012, prices were marked near the midpoint of the 
daily price range, which is how derivatives are usually valued. 

In January, only 2 of the 18 prices noticeably deviated from the 
midpoint. In February, 5 out of 18 prices noticeably deviated from 
the midpoint prices. And in March, 16 out of the 18 prices were not 
even near the midpoint. They were at the extreme edge of the daily 
price range. 

The Controller collected and presented that data in the appen- 
dices of the report, but she made no mention of what had hap- 


^See Exhibit No. 73, which appears in the Appendix on page 845. 

2 See Exhibit No. 78, which appears in the Appendix on page 853. 

^See Exhibit No. 36, which appears in the Appendix on page 687. 
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pened. She simply concluded that, “The CIO valuation process is 
documented and consistently followed period to period.” 

Now, is it not relevant that in a period where there are growing 
problems and growing losses that suddenly there is a huge change 
in the way the prices are marked from being generally at the mid- 
point, as was true with the investment bank, and moved all the 
way over to the extremes in order to reduce the apparent loss on 
the books? Is that not a troubling set of facts? Mr. Curry. 

Mr. Curry. Yes, it is. Senator. 

Senator Levin. Now, there an industry practice on this question? 
I mean, shouldn’t you stick to your process and, if you are going 
to change it, have some rationalization for changing it? Mr. 
Waterhouse? 

Mr. Waterhouse. I would say our expectation is that your re- 
valuation process has to be consistently applied day after day after 
day, and it should not be adjusted without going through a rigorous 
process to justify any changes. 

Senator Levin. Is it not obvious what was happening here, that 
these prices were being changed in order to reduce the loss on the 
books? 

Mr. Waterhouse. It appears so, yes, sir. 

Senator Levin. Their report noted that the SCP book had re- 
ported internally within the bank losses which, at the end of the 
first quarter, were $719 million. But if the midpoint prices had 
been used, the report noted that an additional $512 million in 
losses would have been recorded. That is Exhibit No. 36. 

If the $512 million were added to the $719 million, the reported 
losses would have totaled $1.2 billion, or 70 percent more than the 
actual — or the losses that were reported. Is it not that kind of a 
variance that leads to potential abuse, Mr. Waterhouse? 

Mr. Waterhouse. Yes, absolutely. And it is important for us as 
the regulator to know what the actual market is and be informed 
on a timely basis. 

Senator Levin. Do our largest banks generally go back and forth 
like that, do you know, Mr. Curry? 

Mr. Curry. I would have to defer to Mr. Waterhouse on that, 
but, that type of activity is cited an unsafe and unsound activity 
in our cease-and-desist order, and it is a focus of the affirmative 
provisions of the order that require corrective action. 

Senator Levin. Do you have any comment on that, Mr. 
Waterhouse? 

Mr. Waterhouse. Without speaking to the other banks, because 
I am not close to them anymore, but, again, the expectation is that 
they have a rigorous valuation process that is independent and pro- 
vides credible prices to it. And, again, as the Comptroller just men- 
tioned, as this collateral dispute became known, that is about when 
we started our evaluation work and our supervisory activities that 
culminated in a supervisory letter with a number of MRAs and the 
consent order that requires the bank to straighten this out. 

Senator Levin. Here is one of the differences that I had, one of 
the many differences that I had with the bank earlier today. 

An OCC capital markets examiner told us that it was clear from 
the numbers that the CIO was marking prices at the edge of “what 
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they could get away with,” and they were booking “fictitious prof- 
its” 

Now, it seems to me that the numbers tell the story, just as the 
OCC examiner told us, and that you do not have to have subjective 
statements by the person making the marks he viewed them as bi- 
zarre. I mean, that is a subjective comment, and the bank was say- 
ing, well, until they heard the record of that person and their em- 
ployee saying that, they could not tell anything from the marks 
themselves. 

And so I just want it real clear. Is it not true that the marks 
themselves, when you see that kind of a shift in the way they are 
made at the time they are made, when the losses are piling up, 
that those numbers themselves tell a story about possible 
mismarking? Mr. Waterhouse. 

Mr. Waterhouse. I would say that is something that is very 
troubling. On the face of it, I would have to perform our own inves- 
tigation into that to make sure of that. But as you have prices that 
are being delivered that vary and are not consistently applied, that 
is very troubling. 

Senator Levin. And do you think that this kind of practice is al- 
lowed by the GAAP? Do you have any knowledge of that? Can you 
comment on that? Is it possible that the accounting principles allow 
this kind of a deviation to happen? 

Mr. Waterhouse. I actually cannot speak to GAAP, but I would 
expect that their standards would be that you have to have a con- 
sistent and rigorous and independent process. 

Senator Levin. Would you do this for the Subcommittee, Mr. 
Curry? Would you take this set of facts up with GAAP and what 
the bank said today about this is consistent with accounting prac- 
tices, what happened here? 

Mr. Curry. Yes. 

Senator Levin. And what happened here is factually clear, and 
they acknowledge what happened here. But they just say it is con- 
sistent with accounting practices. I cannot believe that what hap- 
pened here on the objective marks before they got to any of these 
subjective comments on record by their own people who did the 
marking, who raised questions but did not pass those problems 
along at the time, but the marks were there. 

Could you do something for this Subcommittee and raise with 
GAAP what happened here, objectively, before we had the records 
of the traders’ comments from London? Objectively on these marks 
at this time, there were major losses occurring to reduce those 
losses on the books, differences on the books as to what happened 
in terms of the losses shown according to GAAP, are these con- 
sistent, is what they did is consistent with accounting practices? 
Would you do that? 

Mr. Curry. I would be happy to have our chief accountant look 
into it and report back to you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Levin. Thank you. 

Again, the CIO traders that were directly involved in marking 
this book called their marks “idiotic,” and that is surely true. But, 
you cannot wait for the person doing the marking to say that his 
marks are idiotic when the marks on their face show a real devi- 
ation from a normal practice — and, by the way, a total deviation 
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from their own investment bank’s practices — and at a time when 
the losses are piling up and just simply say this is consistent with 
accounting principles. And so we appreciate that very much, Mr. 
Curry. 

Mr. Curry. I would just add, we would view the GAAP account- 
ing standards as a baseline. We are looking for a much higher 
standard with our institutions, particularly larger institutions. So 
merely meeting a regulatory or accounting standard is not always 
sufficient. 

Senator Levin. I welcome that and I am glad to hear that, but 
I say even if you take a low baseline, I cannot believe general ac- 
counting practices allow this to happen. I just have a lot of trou- 
ble — I am not an accountant. I just have a lot of trouble believing 
that you have to get a smoking gun of the guy doing the markings 
saying, hey, I cooked the books — when you have a situation that is 
this clear, with this kind of a record of marks suddenly deviating 
from a median, from the mid, at a time when losses are piling up, 
and where the purpose is clearly to reduce the amount of those 
losses, that can be accepted as a general accounting principle. So 
I am glad that you have a higher standard, but I cannot believe 
this meets even a lower standard. 

Mr. Curry. We will be happy to look into that. 

Senator Levin. Thank you. 

If you take a look at Exhibit No. 32c, ^ this is a transcript of a 
telephone call between Ina Drew and the head of the CIO’s credit 
trading operation, Javier Martin-Artajo. And he was in the London 
office. He directly influenced the marks. It is not dated, but it prob- 
ably took place in April. 

I do not know if you heard this part of our conversation with Ms. 
Drew about this transcript, and they are talking about what marks 
to show for the SCP that day, and she says at one point — did you 
hear this earlier this morning? Did you three happen to hear this 
conversation about tweaking? 

Mr. Curry. I did not hear it personally. 

Senator Levin. Did you hear this, Mr. Waterhouse? 

Mr. Waterhouse. No. 

Senator Levin. Then let me ask you: Ms. Drew is giving guid- 
ance to Mr. Martin-Artajo, and he is basically saying it would be 
helpful — telling Mr. Martin-Artajo, it “would be helpful ... to 
start getting a little bit of that mark back.” 

“If appropriate, so you know, an extra basis point you can tweak 
at whatever it is I’m trying to show, with demonstrable data . . .” 

She said before that it is all fine to be conservative, but it would 
be “helpful ... to start getting a little bit of that mark back,” to 
“tweak” the mark. 

What do you think of that, Mr. Waterhouse? 

Mr. Waterhouse. I think the bank needs to provide true, accu- 
rate, independent marks every day. 

Senator Levin. And the person doing the marks gets the hint 
from the head of the department, it would sure be “helpful” if you 
could “tweak” that mark, that is inconsistent with what the bank 
is required to do? 


^See Exhibit No. 32c, which appears in the Appendix on page 659. 
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Mr. Waterhouse. Yes, I think that is something that we would 
definitely not condone. 

Senator Levin. Now, the rules — I think you have already com- 
mented on this, Mr. Curry, but let me make sure. We have shown 
a derivative valuation process which is to open to manipulation. It 
tempts bankers to manipulate derivative values to increase their 
profits or at least minimize the losses. And so that is something 
which is intolerable, and I think we have shown that is what hap- 
pened here. But this is our recommendation: 

We recommend that the OCC tell banks to use independent pric- 
ing services to remove the temptation from their own employees to 
tweak marks. We also recommend that banks have to disclose 
when their derivative values deviate from midpoint prices and ex- 
plain why. 

What is your reaction to that recommendation? 

Mr. Curry. As I stated in my opening remarks, we support this 
recommendation, and we are looking at how to best implement it 
at the OCC and with our other Federal banking agencies as well. 

Senator Levin. Thank you. Now, after these whale trades be- 
came known to regulators and the public, and the media started to 
report on April 6, JPMorgan had an earnings call. It was Mr. 
Braunstein who made a number of statements about the Synthetic 
Credit Portfolio, and I would like to ask you about two of those 
statements. This is Exhibit No. 94, ^ and this is a transcript of the 
April 13 earnings call, and his statements about the Synthetic 
Credit Portfolio are on page 7, and we have made it easier to dis- 
cuss them, so we have listed the key statements in Exhibit No. If^ 
in your exhibit book, and that is what is up here, and that is what 
is up here to my right. 

Mr. Braunstein said — now, he is talking about the whale trades, 
and he is saying, “I would add that all of those positions are fully 
transparent to the regulators. They review them, have access to 
them at any point in time, get the information on those positions, 
and on a regular and recurring basis as part of our normalized re- 
porting.” 

Mr. Waterhouse, is that true? 

Mr. Waterhouse. That is not true. 

Senator Levin. Regulators did not “get the information” on those 
positions on a regular basis, did they? 

Mr. Waterhouse. No, we did not; not until May after they start- 
ed reporting daily did we get the information. 

Senator Levin. All right. In fact, wasn’t it a longstanding prac- 
tice for the bank not to give individual position data to the OCC 
unless there was a special request? 

Mr. Waterhouse. We would ask for position data only in certain 
instances. What we wanted to do is get more aggregated risk infor- 
mation that would be by desk and by portfolio. 

Senator Levin. All right. So it had to be a special request. 

Mr. Waterhouse. For position data, yes. 

Senator Levin. Right. It would not come on a routine basis. 

Mr. Waterhouse. No. Way too detailed. 


^See Exhibit No. 94, which appears in the Appendix on page 927. 
2 See Exhibit No. If, which appears in the Appendix on page 516. 
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Senator Levin. Well, too detailed but you did not get it. He was 
telling the public you did get it, and you are saying you did not get 
it, it would be too detailed for you. 

Mr. Waterhouse. We did not get it on a 

Senator Levin. A regular, routine basis 

Mr. Waterhouse [continuing]. Regular basis. 

Senator Levin. Is that right? I did not mean to interrupt you. Is 
that right? 

Mr. Waterhouse. Yes, sir. 

Senator Levin. The second statement by Mr. Braunstein involves 
the issue of whether the SCP was a risk-reducing hedge. I think 
today they acknowledged it was not a hedge. Would you agree, Mr. 
Waterhouse, it was not a risk-reducing hedge? 

Mr. Waterhouse. I think particularly when you look at 2012, it 
was not a hedge at all. 

Senator Levin. And so on April 13, Mr. Braunstein said, “We 
also need to manage the stress loss associated with the portfolio, 
so we have put on positions to manage for a significant stress event 
in Credit. We have had that position for many years.” And would 
you agree that they sure as heck did not have it in 2012? 

Mr. Waterhouse. They did not have it in 2012. 

Senator Levin. And the bank here was making decisions about 
how to invest depositors’ funds, right? 

Mr. Waterhouse. Yes, sir. 

Senator Levin. The excess depositors’ funds. 

Mr. Waterhouse. Yes. 

Senator Levin. The words “to manage a significant stress event 
in Credit,” does that in effect mean that they put on positions to 
hedge? Is that what that means? 

Mr. Waterhouse. I would interpret that to mean to put that po- 
sition on with the expectation that there may be an economic reces- 
sion and the bank would take credit losses over the course of time. 
It would be supposedly designed to offset those credit losses. 

Senator Levin. And, therefore, would be a hedge against those 
credit losses. 

Mr. Waterhouse. In that construct, yes, sir. 

Senator Levin. And so when he said that on that day, when you 
read that, is that the way you interpret it, that he was saying that 
this was a hedge against a significant stress event? “We have put 
on positions to manage for a significant stress event in Credit.” Is 
that what you would understand him to be saying in common par- 
lance? 

Mr. Waterhouse. In just reading the words on the board up 
there, that is the way I would interpret it. 

Senator Levin. That was in a public call that was made, that Mr. 
Braunstein made on April 13. That was a misstatement, misrepre- 
sentation, and fiat out falsity, as far as I am concerned. But we are 
going to let others judge that. 

If you look at Exhibit No. Ic,^ this chart tracks the SCP’s cumu- 
lative profits and losses from January through April 2012 as the 
bank reported them at the time. Those profits and losses were re- 
ported internally. They were not disclosed publicly, so this is infor- 


^See Exhibit No. Ic, which appears in the Appendix on page 513. 
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mation known only to the bank. And I think you have already said 
that the OCC did not receive daily CIO profit and loss data. Right, 
Mr. Waterhouse, you said that? 

Mr. Waterhouse. Yes, specifically we did not receive daily SCP, 
detailed daily SCP information from the bank. 

Senator Levin. And how about CIO? Did you get the daily profit/ 
loss on CIO? 

Mr. Waterhouse. We did not get from the CIO daily P&L, de- 
tailed daily P&Ls. There was some risk limit reports that we got 
elsewhere in the bank that had some information on the CIO in ag- 
gregate. 

Senator Levin. Was that daily? 

Mr. Waterhouse. Yes, we did get the daily risk limit reports, 
yes, sir. 

Senator Levin. Did you get the profit/loss data on the CIO daily? 

Mr. Waterhouse. In aggregate, there was a stop-loss utilization 
limit that contained a line item that showed, I believe, the current 
utilization against that limit. 

Senator Levin. OK. Is that the same as profit and loss data, do 
you know? 

Mr. Waterhouse. That was coming off 

Senator Levin. Was that the same, what you just described, the 
same as profit/loss data? 

Mr. Waterhouse. It would not be the standard P&L data that 
we would be looking for such as what we got out of the IB. But 
from my understanding, it was an aggregate mark-to-market of the 
CIO, so that would be everything that was in the CIO that was 
marked to market going against the limit. 

Senator Levin. All right. So it was not what would be generally 
described as profit/loss data. 

Mr. Waterhouse. No. 

Senator Levin. And the OCC in any event did not get daily profit 
and loss data for the SCP. 

Mr. Waterhouse. That is correct. 

Senator Levin. Now, I kind of interrupted my own flow here. Ex- 
hibit No. lc,i it tracks the SCP’s cumulative profits and losses from 
January to April 2012. Those profits and losses were reported in- 
ternally. They were not disclosed publicly. So this was information 
known only to the bank, and it was not disclosed to the OCC ei- 
ther. The downward-sloping line represents increasing losses, and 
would you agree that this shows as a matter of fact that the Syn- 
thetic Credit Portfolio was not reducing the bank’s risks but was 
increasing them? 

Mr. Waterhouse. It was a very rapid increase in losses. 

Senator Levin. OK. And Exhibit No. la^ shows how the SCP tri- 
pled in size in the first quarter in 2012 from $51 billion to $157 
billion. In March, the CIO traders went on a buying spree engaging 
in several huge transactions that added $40 billion in long posi- 
tions to the portfolio, which the OCC has characterized as “dou- 
bling down” in Exhibit 78. ^ Is that correct? 


^See Exhibit No. Ic, which appears in the Appendix on page 513. 
2 See Exhibit No. la, which appears in the Appendix on page 511. 
^See Exhibit No. 78, which appears in the Appendix on page 853. 
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Mr. Waterhouse. That is correct. 

Senator Levin. Do you know why your examiner would have said 
it was doubling down? That is a gambling term, isn’t it? 

Mr. Waterhouse. That is a gambling term, and as our examiner 
looked at in here, it was position data. We made a request. We got 
some position data. And as we saw what happened over that period 
of time, we did see this rapid increase in positions. And I think the 
examiner who made that comment, his thinking there was that 
based on the information that he had, that rather than try to just 
get out of the positions, the trader was trying to take advantage 
of price anomalies so that he could profit from it. 

Senator Levin. Would you call that a high-risk approach? 

Mr. Waterhouse. This is definitely a high-risk approach. 

Senator Levin. OK. So, Mr. Waterhouse, take a look, if you 
would, at Exhibit No. 50. ^ Now, that is an email from Pat Hagan, 
the top quantitative analyst at the CIO, and it is a March 21, 2012, 
email. The subject line is “Optimizing regulatory capital,” and on 
the top of page 2, Mr. Hagan writes, “. . . we should treat the reg- 
ulatory capital calculation as an exercise of automatically finding 
the best results of an immensely arbitrary and complicated for- 
mula.” “Optimizing” here means to produce the lowest possible 
RWA. 

Now, does the OCC intend that its regulatory capital rules be im- 
plemented by the banks that it regulates in that way? 

Mr. Waterhouse. No. I think the objective here is to have clear 
and consistent calculations on the RWA without optimizing, but 
having pure clear numbers that are consistent with the rule. 

Senator Levin. To arrange things, in other words, to produce the 
most accurate RWA. 

Mr. Waterhouse. Yes, absolutely. Consistent with the rule. The 
Basel rule provides the framework for calculations, and this work 
has to be consistent with that. 

Senator Levin. OK. Now, Mr. Hagan proposed distributing the 
CIO synthetic credit derivatives into a couple books to “optimize 
regulatory capital.” You have indicated that this is not appropriate. 
The bank testified that ultimately they did not agree to Hagan’s 
proposal to divide the portfolio in that way. The bank only agreed 
to let him do it once. Is that OK? Is that like a one-bite rule for 
a dog? 

Mr. Waterhouse. It has to be a consistent process applied con- 
sistently. 

Senator Levin. But if you allow them to use the optimizing ap- 
proach once, that is OK with you? 

Mr. Waterhouse. I did not allow that. 

Senator Levin. No, I am not saying — well, let me ask Mr. Curry. 
Does the OCC allow optimization one time and then from there on, 
hey, quit it? 

Mr. Sullivan. What I would say is that Basel 2.5 rules are fairly 
clear about the distinction between the Incremental Risk Charge 
and the Comprehensive Risk Measure. And so it has strict require- 
ments for banks to identify what are called correlation trading 
portfolios, and then the CRM should be applied consistently to 


^ See Exhibit No. 50, which appears in the Appendix on page 788. 
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that. So in the rule, both in its actual wording and I think within 
the spirit of the rule, you look at the business purpose of that port- 
folio. So if it qualifies as a correlation trading portfolio, then it 
would go into CRM. It is not that you would pick what goes into 
CRM based on other purposes. The regulation is very clear about 
the requirements that need to be met, and they do not include opti- 
mization. 

Senator Levin. And optimization is not authorized by the OCC 
even once. 

Mr. Sullivan. That is not a legitimate purpose for designing a 
risk-weighted assets calculator. 

Senator Levin. All right. So you are not allowed to do it once and 
then quit it. You are told, “Do not do that at all.” 

Mr. Sullivan. The rule tells you 

Senator Levin. Follow the rule 

Mr. Sullivan [continuing]. Follow the rules 

Senator Levin [continuing]. The first time. 

Mr. Sullivan. Yes. You follow the rules. 

Senator Levin. You are not allowed to not follow the rule once 
and then follow the rule from the second time on. 

Mr. Sullivan. No. 

Senator Levin. You are supposed to follow the rule right at the 
beginning. 

Mr. Sullivan. Definitely, yes. 

Senator Levin. OK. Now, these regulatory capital requirements 
are one of the most important tools that we have to ensure the 
safety and soundness of our financial system. Is that not true? Mr 
Curry, would you say that regulatory capital requirements are one 
of the most important tools that we have to ensure the safety of 
our institutions? 

Mr. Curry. Absolutely, and I think that has been more than 
borne out by our experience during the global financial crisis. 

Senator Levin. Now, Mr. Curry, let me go over the recommenda- 
tions that we have made in our report, our so-called Levin-McCain 
recommendations, and get your reaction to the ones that you have 
not reacted to already. 

The first recommendation is to make it clear that when it comes 
to high-risk derivatives. Federal regulators need to know what the 
major banks are up to. We recommend requiring banks to identify 
all internal investment portfolios that include derivatives over a 
specified notional size, required periodic reporting on derivative 
performance, and conduct regular reviews to detect undisclosed de- 
rivatives trading. 

What is your reaction to that? 

Mr. Curry. We would agree generally with the recommendation 
that better data is necessary to monitor compliance and potential 
risk exposure. 

Senator Levin. OK. The next recommendation is: In order to try 
to stop any games that might be played by banks trying to recast 
proprietary bets as hedges, we recommend that banks be required 
to create contemporaneous documentation that identifies the assets 
being hedged, how the derivatives trade reduces the risk associate 
with those assets, and how the bank tested the effectiveness of its 
hedging strategy in reducing risk. 
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What is your reaction to that one? 

Mr. Curry. Again, we agree in general principle with the rec- 
ommendation, and actually this is an area of focus in our inter- 
agency rulemaking with the Volcker Rule. 

Senator Levin. OK. Now, we have already asked you about inde- 
pendent pricing services and requiring banks to disclose valuation 
disputes with counterparties. I think we have already covered that 
recommendation. 

Next, when risk alarms go off, we recommend that banks and 
your agency investigate the breaches and take action to reduce 
risky activities. Would you agree with that? 

Mr. Curry. Yes, Senator. 

Senator Levin. On the issue of model manipulation, we rec- 
ommend that regulators require banks to disclose to you when 
their models produce substantially lower numbers than the prior 
model, investigate the new model for evidence of model manipula- 
tion, and impose heavy penalties for any misconduct. 

What is your reaction to that? 

Mr. Curry. We believe that would be a sound supervisor re- 
sponse, and it would be something that we would look to incor- 
porate in our examination procedures as well as our training for 
personnel. 

Senator Levin. Thank you. 

Now, 3 years ago. Congress enacted a law to shut down high-risk 
proprietor betting that uses federally insured deposits or by sys- 
temically important financial institutions. We recommend that reg- 
ulators finally issue the long-delayed final rule implementing 
Merkley-levin provisions of Dodd-Frank, which are known as the 
Volcker Rule. 

Would you agree? And I am not going to ask you about what the 
final words would be, but do you agree with what I said, that it 
is time to get that done? And can you give us a prediction as to 
when the rule is going to be finalized? 

Mr. Curry. I think it is imperative that we adopt an interagency 
rule on the Levin-Merkley provision, or the Volcker Rule. It is 
something that the OCC and I are committed to doing as quickly 
as possible, and I believe that our experience with JPMorgan’s CIO 
office has proven to be an invaluable resource to that effort. 

Senator Levin. Thank you. 

And, finally we recommend that regulators finalize the pending 
rules to impose stronger capital requirements for banks, especially 
in the area of derivatives trading. And when do you think that rule 
is going to be finalized on the capital requirement? 

Mr. Curry. To the extent that it is not addressed by the higher 
capital requirements to the market risk rules, we would look to see 
that as part of the Basel III rulemaking that is pending. 

Senator Levin. Mr. Curry, you took office at Comptroller not 
even a year ago, just as these whale trade stories broke, and since 
then the OCC has conducted an intensive review of the whale 
trades. Were you surprised at the level of the problems uncovered? 

Mr. Curry. I was certainly taken aback by the press stories and, 
as we delved into it, how complex and serious the situation was. 

Senator Levin. Have you given thought as to how to tackle the 
problem of detecting undisclosed derivative portfolios above a cer- 
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tain size since the derivative issue is so huge, in the trillions, 
around the world? And I think in the trillions here, for that matter. 
Have you given thought as to how we are going to provide some 
control limits so that these do not create a major problem down the 
line? 

Mr. Curry. I think this is an area where we need to do consider- 
ably more work. I think we have already learned through some of 
the work of Mr. Sullivan and the reviews conducted by Mr. 
Waterhouse that, at least from a supervisory standpoint, we need 
to be much more alert and make sure we have both the resources 
in terms of the capital market skills and a healthy skepticism that 
is exercised on a regular basis. 

Senator Levin. We have gone into the concerns which we have 
had about the whale trades all day long, and the OCC has a list 
of its own concerns, and you have indicated those concerns in six 
supervisory letters and a cease-and-desist order which you have 
issued with respect to JPMorgan, and I would like to ask whether 
you found safety and soundness problems in the following areas 
during your inquiries? 

First, have you found safety and soundness problem in the CIO’s 
derivative valuation controls? 

Mr. Curry. Yes, and that is a provision of our order as well. 

Senator Levin. Have you found safety and soundness problems 
in the CIO risk management? 

Mr. Curry. Yes. 

Senator Levin. Have you found safety and soundness concerns in 
the VaR model risk management? 

Mr. Curry. Yes. 

Senator Levin. Have you found safety and soundness problems 
in the model approvals and the RWA? 

Mr. Curry. Yes. 

Senator Levin. And have you found them in JPMorgan’s man- 
agement? 

Mr. Curry. Yes, we have. 

Senator Levin. Would you agree that the whale trades were not 
just a problem caused by rogue traders but were a problem of man- 
agement weaknesses at the bank? 

Mr. Curry. We identified serious risk management weaknesses 
throughout the entire Firm, and they became particularly evident 
in the CIO office. 

Senator Levin. Am I correct that the next step relative to the 
cease-and-desist order is to evaluate compliance when the time 
comes and to then make decisions as to any penalties? 

Mr. Curry. That is an accurate statement. Senator. 

Senator Levin. Well, we thank our witnesses here, and we have 
seen today a very disturbing picture which raises questions not just 
about JPMorgan but about derivatives in general, how they are 
valued, disclosed, how they are disclosed or not disclosed, how they 
are managed to limit risk or not managed to limit risk. 

The OCC has already lowered JPMorgan’s management rating. 
They have issued a supervisory letter — more than one. The OCC 
has issued a cease-and-desist order, but I believe, Mr. Curry, that 
you and your colleagues have a challenge to get America’s biggest 
bank back on the straight and narrow and to keep our banks on 
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the straight and narrow, and that is exacerbated when we have the 
world of derivatives, particularly those derivatives which are syn- 
thetic. 

And so we thank you for your work. We again want to express 
our appreciation to you, Mr. Curry, for making the effort you did 
to get back here for this hearing. And we stand adjourned. 

[Whereupon, at 3:41 p.m., the Subcommittee was adjourned.] 
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Good morning. Let me begin by extending a special welcome to a longtime friend, the 
new Ranking Member of the Subcommittee, Senator McCain. This is not the first time we have 
worked side-by-side. I deeply appreciate the energy and bipartisan spirit Senator McCain brings 
to our work together on the Armed Services Committee when he was Ranking Republican there 
and now here on this Subcommittee. Like the Armed Services Committee, this Subcommittee 
has a tradition of bipartisanship, and I very much look forward to continuing our partnership 
here. 


In April 2012, Americans were confronted with a story of Wall Street excess and the 
derivatives disaster now known as the JPMorgan Chase whale trades. The largest U.S. banks 
today are deep into derivatives, complex financial instruments that derive their value from other 
assets. The derivatives behind the JPMorgan whale trades were part of a so-called “Synthetic 
Credit Portfolio” that essentially made outsb.ed bets on whether particular financial instruments 
or entities were creditworthy or would default during specified lime periods. The bets were 
made by traders in the London office of U.S. banking giant, JPMorgan Chase. Their trades — 
meaning their bets — grew so large that they roiled the $27 trillion credit derivatives market, 
singlehandedly affected global prices, and finally attracted a media storm aimed at finding out 
who was behind them. 

That’s when the media unmasked JPMorgan’s Chief Investment Office (CIO) which, 
until then, had been known for making conservative investments with bank deposits. At first, 
JPMorgan’s CEO Jamie Dimon claimed the April media reports about the whale trades were “a 
tempest in a teapot.” But a month later, the bank admitted the truth; that their credit derivative 
bets had gone south, producing not only losses that eventually exceeded $6 billion, but also 
exposing a litany of risk management problems at what had been considered one of America’s 
safest banks. 
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JPMorgan Chase & Company is the largest financial holding company in the United 
States. It is also the largest derivatives dealer in the world and the largest single participant in 
world credit derivatives markets. It has consistently portrayed itself as a risk management expert 
with a “fortress balance sheet” that ensures taxpayers have nothing to fear from its extensive 
dealing in risky derivatives. But that reassuring portrayal of the bank was shattered when whale 
trade losses shocked the investing public, not only with the magnitude of the losses, but because 
the financial risk had been largely unknown to bank regulators. 

The Subcommittee meets today after nine months of digging into the facts behind the 
whale trades. To learn what happened, the Subcommittee collected nearly 90,000 documents, 
conducted over 50 interviews and briefings, and has issued a 300-page bipartisan report. While 
the bank and its regulators have cooperated with our investigation, four key former JPMorgan 
employees directly involved in the derivatives trading declined to cooperate and, because they 
reside overseas, they remain beyond the Subcommittee’s subpoena authority. 

Our findings open a window into the hidden world of high stakes derivatives trading by 
big banks. It exposes a derivatives trading culture at JPMorgan that piled on risk, hid losses, 
disregarded risk limits, manipulated risk models, dodged oversight, and misinformed the public. 

Our investigation brought home one overarching fact: the U.S. financial system may 
have significant vulnerabilities attributable to major bank involvement with high risk derivatives 
trading. The four largest U.S. banks control 90 percent of U.S. derivatives markets, and their 
profitability is invested, in part, in their derivatives holdings, nowhere more so than at JPMorgan. 

The whale trades demonstrate how credit derivatives, when purchased in massive 
quantities with complex components, can become a runaway train barreling through every risk 
limit. The whale trades also demonstrate how derivative valuation practices are easily 
manipulated to hide losses, and how risk controls are easily manipulated to circumvent limits, 
enabling traders to load up on risk in their quest for profits. Firing a few traders and their bosses 
won’t be enough to staunch Wall Street’s insatiable appetite for risky derivative bets or stop the 
excesses. More control is needed. 

Among the most troubling aspects of the whale trades case history is that JPMorgan 
traders, who were required to book the value of their derivative holdings every business day, 
used internal profit-loss reports to hide more than half a billion dollars in losses in just three 
months. Eventually, those misreported values forced JPMorgan to restate its earnings for the 
first quarter of 2012. But to this day, JPMorgan maintains that the mismarked values did not, on 
their face, violate bank policy or generally accepted accounting principles. But if derivative 
books can be cooked as blatantly as they were in this case without breaking the rules, then the 
rules need to be revamped. And given how much major U.S. bank profits remain bound up with 
the value of their derivatives, derivative valuations that can’t be trusted are a serious threat to our 
economic stability. 

The whale trades also demonstrate how easily a Wall Street bank can manipulate and 
avoid risk controls. The financial industry assures us that it can prudently manage high risk 
activities, because they are measured, monitored, and limited. But as the Subcommittee report 
demonstrates in detail, JPMorgan executives ignored a series of alarms that went off as the 
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bank’s Chief Investment Office breached one risk limit after another. Rather than ratchet back 
the risk, JPMorgan personnel challenged and re-engineered the risk controls to silence the 
alarms. It is difficult to imagine how the American people can trust major Wall Street banks to 
prudently manage derivatives risk when bank personnel can readily game or ignore the risk 
controls meant to prevent financial disaster and taxpayer bailouts. 

The whale trades also provide another example of a major Wail Street bank’s 
misstatements and concealment. Our investigation found that the bank failed to fully disclose 
the Synthetic Credit Portfolio to regulators for years, even when it tripled in size in the first three 
months of 2012, and even when traders went on a buying spree, acquiring $40 billion of new 
credit derivatives in March, “doubling down,” in the words of the OCC, on an already losing 
trading strategy. In fact, in January 2012, the bank told the OCC, inaccurately, that the portfolio 
was decreasing in size, when it wasn’t. Most troubling of all, when the media spotlight hit, 
senior bank executives mischaracterized to investors and the public the nature of the whale trades 
and the extent of risk management and regulatory oversight, gambling apparently that the 
portfolio’s bad bets would recover before anyone took a closer look. 

Well, we took that closer look, and it isn’t pretty. A massive derivatives portfolio riddled 
with risk. A runaway train of derivatives trading blowing through risk limits. Hidden losses. 
Bank executives downplaying the bad bets. Regulators who failed to act. 

Together, the facts are a reminder of what occurred in the recent financial crisis; we 
can’t rely on a major bank to resist risky bets, honestly report derivative losses, or disclose bad 
news, without a strong regulator looking over its shoulder, backed by laws that require 
transpareney, risk limits, capital buffers against losses, and consequences for misconduct. 

That’s the big picture. Here are some of the detailed findings from the Subcommittee’s 
investigation. 

1) JPMorgan’s Chief Investment Office rapidly amassed a huge portfolio of synthetic 
credit derivatives, in part using federally insured depositor funds, in a series of risky, short-term 
trades, disclosing the extent of the portfolio only after intense media exposure. 

In just a few months during 201 1, as shown in Chart 1, the Chief Investment Office’s 
Synthetic Credit Portfolio grew from a net notional size of $4 billion to $51 billion, and then 
tripled in the first quarter of 2012 to $157 billion. That exponential growth in holdings and risk 
occurred with virtually no regulatory oversight. 

2) Once the whale trades were exposed, JPMorgan claimed to regulators, investors and 
the public, that the trades were designed to hedge credit risk. But internal bank documents failed 
to identify the assets being hedged, how they lowered risk, or why the supposed credit derivative 
hedges were treated differently from other hedges in the Chief Investment Office. If these trades 
were, as JPMorgan maintains, hedges gone astray, it remains a mystery how the bank determined 
the nature, size, or effectiveness of the so-called hedges, and how, if at all, they reduced risk. 

3) The Chief Investment Office internally concealed massive losses in the first several 
months of 20 1 2 by overstating the value of its synthetic credit derivatives. It got away with 
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overstating those values within the bank, even in the face of disputes with counterparties and two 
internal bank reviews. 

As late as .January 2012, the CIO had valued its credit derivatives by using the midpoint 
in the daily range of “bids” and “asks” offered in the marketplace. That’s the typical way to 
value derivatives. But beginning in late January, the traders stopped using midpoint prices and 
started using prices at the extreme edges of the daily price range to hide escalating losses. In 
recorded phone conversations, one trader described these marks as “idiotic.” 

At one point, traders used a spreadsheet to track just how large their deception had grown 
by recording the valuation differences between using midpoint and more favorable prices. In 
just five days in March, according to the traders’ own spreadsheet, the hidden losses exceeded 
$400 million. The difference eventually exceeded $600 million. Counterparties to the derivative 
trades began disputing the CIO’s booked values involving hundreds of millions of dollars in 
March and April. 

Despite the obvious value manipulation, on May 10 - the same day JPMorgan announced 
that the whale trades had lost $2 billion - the bank’s controller concluded a special review and 
signed off on the CIO’s derivative pricing practices as “consistent with industry practices.” 
JPMorgan leadership has continued to argue that the values assigned by its traders to the 
Synthetic Credit Portfolio were defensible under accounting rules. 

Yet in July 2012, the bank reluctantly restated its first-quarter earnings. It did so only 
after an internal investigation listened to phone conversations, routinely recorded by the bank, in 
which its traders mocked their own valuation practices. 

Their mismarked values weren’t wrong simply because the traders intended to understate 
losses; they were wrong because they changed their pricing practices after losses began piling 
up, stopped using the midpoint prices they had used up until January, and began using aggressive 
prices that consistently made the bank’s reports look better. Until JPMorgan and others stop 
their personnel from playing those kinds of games, derivative values will remain an imprecise, 
malleable, and untrustworthy set of figures that call into question the derivative profits and losses 
reported by our largest financial institutions. 

4) When the CIO’s Synthetic Credit Portfolio breached five key risk limits, rather than 
reduce the risky trading activities, JPMorgan either increased the limits, changed the risk models 
that calculated risk, or turned a blind eye to the breaches. 

As early as January 20 1 2, the rapid growth of the Synthetic Credit Portfolio breached one 
common measure of risk, called “Value-at-Risk” or VaR, causing a breach, not just at the CIO, 
but for the entire bank. That four-day breach was reported to top bank officials, including CEO 
Jamie Dimon, who personally approved a temporary limit increase, and voila, the breach was 
ended. CIO employees then hurriedly pushed through approval of a new VaR model that, 
overnight, dropped the CIO’s purported risk by 50 percent. Regulators were told about that 
remarkable reduction in the CIO’s purported risk, but raised no objection to the new model at the 
time. 
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The credit derivatives portfolio breached other risk limits as well. In one case, it 
exceeded established limits on one measure, known as Credit Spread 01 , by 1,000 percent for 
months running. When regulators asked about the breach, JPMorgan risk managers responded 
that it wasn’t a “sensible” limit and allowed the breach to continue. When still another risk 
metric, called Comprehensive Risk Measure, projected that the Synthetic Credit Portfolio could 
lose $6.3 billion in a year, a senior CIO risk manager dismissed the result as “garbage.” It 
wasn’t garbage; that projection was 1 00 percent accurate, but the derivatives traders thought they 
knew better. Downplaying risk, ignoring one risk warning after another, and pushing to 
reengineer risk controls to artificially lower risk results, flatly contradict JPMorgan’s claim to 
prudent risk management. 

5) At the same time the portfolio was losing money and breaching risk limits, JPMorgan 
dodged OCC oversight. It omitted CIO data from its reports to the OCC; failed to disclose the 
growing size, risk, and losses of the Synthetic Credit Portfolio; and delayed or tinkered with 
OCC requests for information by giving the regulator inaccurate or unresponsive information. In 
fact, when the whale trades first became public, the bank offered such blanket reassurances that 
the OCC initially considered the matter closed. It was only when the losses exploded that the 
OCC took another look. 

6) The failure of regulators to act sooner can’t be excused by the bank’s behavior. The 
OCC also fell down on the job. It failed to investigate multiple, sustained risk limit breaches; 
tolerated incomplete and missing reports from JPMorgan; failed to question the bank’s new 
“value at risk” model that dramatically lowered the CIO’s risk rating; and accepted JPMorgan’s 
protests that the media reports about the portfolio were overblown. It was not until May 2012, 
after a new Comptroller of the Currency took the reins at the agency, that OCC officials 
instituted their first intensive inquiry into the Synthetic Credit Portfolio. 

Again, with the lessons of the 2008 financial crisis so painfully fresh, it is deeply 
worrisome that a major bank should seek to cloak its risky trading activities from regulators, and 
doubly worrisome that it was able to succeed so easily for so long. 

And finally: 

7) When the whale trades went public, JPMorgan misinformed regulators and the public 
about the Synthetic Credit Portfolio. JPMorgan’s first public response to the April news reports 
about the whale trades was when its spokesperson, using prepared talking points approved by 
senior executives, told reporters on April 10, that the whale trades were risk-reducing hedges 
known to regulators. A more detailed description came in a conference call held on April 1 3 
with investment analysts. During that call. Chief Financial Officer Douglas Braunstein made a 
series of inaccurate statements about the whale trades as shown in Chart 2: He said the trades 
had been put on by bank risk managers and were fully transparent to regulators; he said the 
trades were made on a very long-term basis; he said the trades were essentially a hedge; and he 
said the bank believed the trades were consistent with the Voicker Rule which prohibits high risk 
proprietary trading by banks. Those public statements on April 13 were not true. As late as May 
10, bank CEO Jamie Dimon repeatedly described the synthetic credit trades as hedges made to 
offset risk, despite information showing the portfolio was not functioning as a hedge. The bank 
also neglected to tell investors the bad news that the derivatives portfolio had broken through 
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multiple risk limits, losses had piled up, and the head of the portfolio had put management of the 
portfolio into “crisis mode.” 

It was recently reported that the eight biggest U.S. banks have hit a five-year low in the 
percentage of deposits used to make loans. Their collective average loan-to-deposit ratio has 
fallen to 84 percent in 20 1 2, down from 87 percent a year earlier, and 1 0 1 percent in 2007. 
JPMorgan has the lowest loan-to-deposit ratio of the big banks, lending just 61 percent of its 
deposits out in loans. Apparently, it was too busy betting on derivatives to issue the loans 
needed to speed economic recovery. 

Based on its investigation into the JPMorgan whale trades, our report makes the 
following recommendations. 

1) When it comes to high-risk derivatives, federal regulators need to know 
what major banks are up to. We should require those banks to identify all internal 
investment portfolios that include derivatives over a specified size, require periodic 
reporting on derivative performance, and conduct regular reviews to detect undisclosed, 
derivatives trading. 

2) When banks claim they are trading derivatives to hedge risks, we should 
require them to identify the assets being hedged, how the derivatives trade reduces the 
risk associated with those assets, and how the bank tested the effectiveness of its hedging 
strategy in reducing risk. 

3) We need to strengthen how derivatives are valued to stop inflated values. 
Regulators should encourage banks to use independent pricing services to stop the games; 
require disclosure of valuation disputes with counterparties; and require disclosure and 
justification when, as occurred at JPMorgan, derivative values deviate from midpoint 
prices. 


4) When risk alarms go off, banks and their regulators should investigate the 
breaches and take action to reduce risky activities. 

5) Federal regulators should require disclosure of any newly implemented 
risk model or metric which, when implemented, materially lowers purported risk, and 
investigate the changes for evidence of model manipulation. 

6) Three years ago. Congress enacted the Merkley-Levin provisions of the 
Dodd-Frank Act, also known as the Volcker Rule, to end high risk proprietary betting 
using federally insured deposits. Financial regulators ought to finalize the long-delayed 
implementing regulations. 

7) At major banks that trade derivatives, regulators should ensure the banks 
can withstand any losses by imposing adequate capital charges for derivatives trading. It 
is way past time to finalize the rules implementing stronger capital standards. 

The derivatives trading that produced the whale trades damaged a single bank. But the 
whale trades expose problems that reach far beyond one London trading desk or one Wall Street 
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office tower. The American people have already suffered one devastating economic assault 
rooted largely in Wall Street excess, and they cannot afford another. When Wall Street plays 
with fire, American families get burned. The task of federal regulators, and of this Congress, is 
to take away the matches. The whale trades demonstrate that task is far from complete. 
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OPENING STATEMENT BY SENATOR MCCAIN 
Ranking Minority Member 
Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations 
March 15, 2013 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Let me begin by saying what an honor it is to 
serve on this Subcommittee, which has a long history of bipartisanship and a 
celebrated legacy of uncovering waste, fraud, abuse, and outright corruption. 

Before I move forward, Mr. Chairman, I want to express my gratitude to you 
and the members of your staff for your unyielding and dedicated efforts to this 
investigation. I would also like to recognize the work of my predecessor on the 
Subcommittee, Senator Cobum, for his contributions prior to my arrival. 

This investigation into the so-called “Whale Trades” at JPMorgan has 
revealed startling failures at an institution that touts itself as an expert in risk 
management and prides itself on its “fortress balance sheet.” The investigation has 
also shed light on the complex and volatile world of synthetic credit derivatives. In 
a matter of months, JPMorgan was able to vastly increase its exposure to risk while 
dodging oversight by federal regulators. The trades ultimately cost the bank 
billions of dollars and its shareholders value. 

These losses came to light not because of admirable risk management 
strategies at JPMorgan or because of effective oversight by diligent regulators. 
Instead, these losses came to light because they were so damaging that they shook 
the market, and so damning that they caught the attention of the press. Following 
the revelation that these huge trades were coming from JPMorgan ’s London 
Office, the bank’s losses continued to grow. By the end of the year, the total losses 
stood at a staggering $6.2 billion dollars. 

This case represents another shameful demonstration of a bank engaged in 
wildly risky behavior. The “London Whale” incident matters to the federal 
government because the traders at JPMorgan were making risky bets using excess 
deposits, portions of which were federally insured. These excess deposits should 
have been used to provide loans for main-street businesses. Instead, JPMorgan 
used the money to bet on catastrophic risk. 

Through an extensive bipartisan investigation, this Subcommittee has 
uncovered a wealth of new information. Internal e-mails, memos, and interviews 
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reveal that these trades were not conducted by a group of rogue traders, but that 
their superiors were well aware of their activities. 

Traders at JPMorgan’s Chief Investment Office, the CIO, adopted a risky 
strategy with money they were supposed to use to hedge, or counter, risk. 

However, even the head of the CIO could only provide a quote “guesstimate” as to 
what exactly the portfolio was supposed to hedge. And JPMorgan’s CEO Jamie 
Dimon admitted that the portfolio had quote “morphed” into something that 
created new and potentially larger risks. In the words of JPMorgan’s primary 
federal regulator, it would require quote “make-believe voodoo magic” to make the 
portfolio actually look like a hedge. 

Top officials at JPMorgan allowed these excessive losses to occur by 
permitting the CIO to continually breach all of the bank’s own risk limits. When 
the risk limits threatened to impede their risky behavior, they decided to 
manipulate the models. 

Disturbingly, the bank’s primary regulator, the OCC, failed to take action 
even after red flags warned that JPMorgan was breaching its risk limits. These 
regulators fell asleep at the switch and failed to use the tools at their disposal to 
effectively curb JPMorgan’s appetite for risk. 

However, JPMorgan actively impeded the OCC’s oversight. The CIO 
refused to release key investment data to the OCC and even claimed that the 
regulator was trying to quote “destroy” the bank’s business. 

After these losses were uncovered by the press, JPMorgan chose to conceal 
its errors and, in doing so, top officials at the bank misinformed investors, 
regulators, and the public. In an April 2012 earnings call, then Chief Financial 
Officer Douglas Braunsteln, falsely told investors and the public that the bank had 
been quote “fully transparent to regulators.” 

The deception did not end there. During the same earnings call, Mr. Dimon 
tried to downplay the significance of the losses by infamously characterizing them 
as a quote “a complete tempest in a teapot.” The truth of the matter is that $6 
billion dollars, some of which is federally insured, is an inexcusable amount of 
money to be gambled away on risky bets. This investigation potentially reveals 
systemic problems in our nation’s financial system. The size of the potential losses 
and the accompanying deception echo the misguided and dishonest actions that the 
banks took during the financial crisis four years ago. 
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Let me be clear. JPMorgan completely disregarded risk limits and 
stonewalled federal regulators. It is unsettling that a group of traders made 
reckless decisions with federally insured money, and that all of this was done with 
the full awareness of top officials at JPMorgan. This bank appears to have 
entertained — indeed, embraced — ^the idea that it was quote “too big to fail”. In 
fact, with regard to how it managed the derivatives that are the subject of today’s 
hearing, it seems to have developed a business model based on that notion. 

It is our duty to the American public to remind the financial industry that 
high-stakes gambling with federally insured deposits will not be tolerated. In 
2012, the “London Whale” trades resulted in a $6 billion loss. What if it was $60 
billion? Or, $100 billion? Does IP Morgan operate under the assumption that the 
taxpayer will bail them out again? What place does taxpayers’ underwriting of the 
big banks’ disregard for “moral hazard” have in the proper operation of a truly free 
market? 

I look forward to hearing from our witnesses today as we examine what 
went wrong at JPMorgan. 


3 



101 


Testimony of Ina R. Drew 

Former Head of the Chief Investment Office, JPMorgan Chase & Co. 
Before the U.S. Senate Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations 
Washington, D.C. 

March 15, 2013 


Good morning. Chairman Levin, Ranking Member McCain, and members of the 
Subcommittee. Thank you for the opportunity to meet and discuss with you my perspective on 
the losses incurred last year in JPMorgan Chase’s synthetic credit portfolio, one of many 
portfolios managed by the Company’s Chief Investment Office (CIO) when I was the head of 
that office. I am greatly saddened by the entire episode, which has caused financial and 
reputational harm to JPMorgan Chase and a large number of people with whom I was honored to 
work, and I deeply regret that the losses occurred on my watch. I am also saddened that the 
losses led to my departure from the Company, to which I had devoted 30 years of my life. 

Before I address the synthetic credit portfolio, 1 believe it would be useful for the 
Subcommittee to know about my background and career and about the range of asset-liability 
management activities of the CIO at JPMorgan Chase. 

Mv background and career at JPMorgan Chase 

After attending public schools, I graduated from The Johns Hopkins University, as part of 
only the fourth class that admitted women, with a degree in international studies. I went on to 
earn a master’s in international affairs from Columbia University. I have been a member of the 
Board of Trustees of The Johns Hopkins University for the past twelve years. 

In March 1982, I joined Chemical Bank in New York and thus began my 30-year career 
at what would ultimately become JPMorgan Chase. Over the course of my career at the 
Company 1 worked primarily in the area of asset-liability management, and 1 received a 
succession of promotions and increasing management responsibilities. By asset-liability 
management, I am broadly referring to transactions and portfolio positions designed for the 
purpose of managing assets and liabilities on the Company’s balance sheet, earning a favorable 
rate of return on capital, and prudently hedging exposures and risks in the Company’s lines of 
business. 

I helped tlie Company manage assets and liabilities through a series of significant 
mergers and acquisitions, including those involving Texas Commerce Bank, Manufacturers 
Hanover, Chase Manhattan, J.P. Morgan, Bank One, Bear Steams and Washington Mutual, and 1 
worked closely with a series of CEOs, including Walter Shipley, William Harrison and Jamie 
Dimon. 
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In 1999, 1 became the head of Global Treasury, the unit responsible for asset-liability 
management for the Company. In that role I oversaw the management of the Company’s core 
investment securities portfolio, the foreign-exchange hedging portfolio, the mortgage servicing 
rights (MSR) hedging book, and a series of other investment and hedging portfolios based in 
London, Hong Kong and other foreign cities. As of mid-2004 - the time of the merger with 
Bank One and the beginning of Mr. Dimon’s tenure as Chief Executive Officer of JPMorgan 
Chase - I reported directly to Mr. Dimon, During 2005, the Global Treasury function was 
renamed the Chief Investment Office (CIO) and was moved out of the Company’s investment 
banking division to become a Corporate function. 

During Mr. Dimon’s tenure as CEO my responsibilities increased significantly, for two 
principal reasons. First, the CIO’s purview was expanded to include several additional books, 
including the JPMorgan Chase employee retirement plan, the company-owned-life insurance 
portfolio, and the capacity for both investment and hedging activities in the credit markets. 
Second, the Company’s balance sheet grew significantly as a result of the acquisitions of Bear 
Steams and Washington Mutual and the large inflow of retail deposits during the financial crisis. 

In 2006, I became a member of the JPMorgan Chase Operating Committee, the highest- 
level management and strategy committee of the Company. During 2007 and 2008, 1 served on 
the industry-wide Treasury Borrowing Advisory Committee, I am proud to be one of a small 
number of women who rose to senior positions in the financial industry. 

Asset-liability management activities of the CIO 

The CIO engaged in a wide range of asset-liability management activities. As of the first 
quarter of 2012, the CIO managed the Company’s $350 billion investment securities portfolio 
(this portfolio exceeded $500 billion during 2008 and 2009), the $17 billion foreign exchange 
hedging book, the $13 billion employee retirement plan, the $9 billion company-owned-life 
insurance portfolio, the strategical ly-imporlant MSR hedging book, and a series of other books 
including the cash and synthetic credit portfolios. 

Our department engaged in all of these activities as part of what we viewed as prudent 
and normal-course asset-liability management for a large financial institution such as JPMorgan 
Chase. In varying combinations, each activity was designed to preserve and enhance Company 
assets and to protect, or hedge, against losses and liabilities in the Company’s various business 
lines resulting from various types of risks. Those risks included interest rate risk, foreign 
exchange risk, liquidity risk, duration risk, and credit risk. 

I recognize that we are focused today on the 2012 losses in the synthetic credit book, but 
it is worth noting that the CIO’s asset-liability management activities in total - including the 
strategic hedges in the synthetic credit book - contributed about $23 billion to the Company’s 
earnings from 2007 through 2011, helping to offset business losses incurred during that difficult 
period of time. My colleagues and I in CIO worked extremely hard to protect the Company, 
through the financial crisis and beyond, by investing conservatively and prudently hedging 
business risks. 1 am extremely proud that our investing and hedging strategies - which were 
developed over many years and were more successful than those of many other major financial 
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institutions - played a critical role in the Company’s efforts to weather the financial storms 
during this period of time. 

My management of the CIO 


As head of the CIO, I had a team of six experienced and accomplished financial 
professionals who reported directly to me. With respect to most of the various books I oversaw, 
including the cash and synthetic credit books, I delegated responsibility to, and relied on, my 
CIO management team. Several of my direct reports - including Achilles Macris, who had 
supervisory responsibility for the cash and synthetic credit books, among other responsibilities - 
were members of the JPMorgan Chase Executive Committee, which consisted of the top 50 or so 
executives of the Company. Mr. Macris, who was based in London, served as head of the CIO 
for Europe and Asia. My management team also included a Chief Financial Officer of the CIO 
who also reported to the Chief Financial Officer of the Company, Separately, there was a team 
of independent Risk Management personnel assigned to the CIO, all of whom reported up to the 
Chief Risk Officer of the Company, This included several CIO Risk personnel based in London 
and several who were focused on the synthetic credit book. 

I managed the CIO in a variety of ways. I had daily meetings or communications with all 
of my direct reports and with CIO Risk Management personnel. I reviewed key written reports, 
including regular Risk Management reports and regular portfolio summaries from members of 
my management team or their teams. I held weekly portfolio review meetings, which covered 
most of the major books managed by the CIO, including the cash and synthetic credit portfolios 
managed by the London office. These meetings always included London personnel via 
videoconference, and always included a review of risk management issues. 1 visited the London 
office several times each year, and Messrs. Macris and Martin-Artajo came to New York several 
times each year; through these visits and otherwise, I met with them in person at least several 
times each year. 

The synthetic credit book 

The synthetic credit book, which was started in late 2006, was designed principally as a 
protective macro-level hedge against stressed credit environments, and it served this purpose 
well. From 2007 through 201 1 - a period which included the financial crisis of 2008-2009 and 
the ensuing difficult and uncertain credit environment during 2010-201 1 - the book had positive 
returns every year and contributed in total approximately $2 billion to the Company’s earnings. 
These gains helped offset losses in various credit-sensitive business activities, including the 
Company’s very large loan portfolio, which totaled approximately $700 billion during 201 1 and 
2012 . 


The synthetic credit book consisted of a portfolio of synthetic credit derivatives based in 
various segments of the credit markets. Generally speaking, the book was positioned to generate 
significant returns during stressed or difficult credit environments and modest returns during 
more benign credit environments. 

Mr. Macris had supervisory responsibility for the synthetic credit book, which was 
executed and managed out of London. The book was managed on a day-to-day basis by Mr. 
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Martin-Artajo, who reported to Mr. Maoris and who supervised the activities of the book’s 
traders, including the principal trader, Bruno Iksil. Messrs. Maoris and Martin-Artajo enjoyed 
reputations as experienced and highly-skilled managers who had extraordinary expertise in credit 
derivatives. They also had a five-year track record of successful management of both the cash 
and synthetic credit books. I naturally relied heavily (and 1 thought appropriately) on their views 
and judgments concerning the synthetic credit book. 1 also relied on the analysis and judgment 
of the CIO Risk Management and Finance personnel assigned to review the positions in the 
synthetic credit book. 1 believed that such reliance was reasonable. 

2012 developments in the synthetic credit book 

In December 201 1, in accordance with a Company-wide plan to reduce risk-weighted 
assets (RWA) in anticipation of the new Basel 111 capital requirements, and consistent with the 
widely-held view within the Company that the macro credit environment was broadly improving, 
1 told Messrs. Maoris and Martin-Artajo that the overall size and RWA of the synthetic credit 
book would need to be reduced over the course of 20 1 2. I also emphasized to them that they 
needed to keep the book within all applicable risk limits, including value-at-risk (VaR), and that 
the book’s VaR would need to be reduced over the course of 2012. 

In January 2012, they informed me that because most of the book’s short positions were 
in the relatively illiquid high-yield market, the most cost-effective near-term way to manage the 
book was to put on offsetting long positions in the more liquid investment grade market, thus 
moving the book towards a neutral or balanced position, rather than a large net short. They also 
explained that this situation would necessitate a one-quarter delay in RWA reduction as 
compared with what had been originally contemplated. This delay was approved by the 
Company’s senior management. 

Also in January the Company’s independent Model Review Group, part of the corporate 
Risk Management organization, approved a new, and purportedly better and more accurate, 
value-at-risk (VaR) model for the synthetic credit book. The process of developing and seeking 
approval of the new VaR model had been pending since the middle of 201 1. Although I, as well 
as the Company’s senior management, was well aware that a new VaR model was pending, 1 had 
no involvement in the process of developing, requesting or approving the new model and no 
basis to personally assess the merits of either the new or old model. 

In February Messrs. Maoris and Martin-Artajo informed me on several occasions that 
they were in the process of moving the book to a more neutral position, that the book remained 
appropriately positioned and net short on a risk-adjusted basis, that the book remained within 
VaR and other relevant risk limits, and that they were continuing to work to try to reduce RWA. 
These same conclusions were reported to the Company’s senior management in late February, as 
part of the annual CIO business review, during which Mr. Maoris di.scusscd the overall credit 
risk protection afforded by the book. 

In late March, pointed concerns regarding the investment grade long positions were 
raised to my attention. I learned from Mr. Martin-Artajo that he believed that other market 
participants had learned of the CIO’s investment grade long positions and were skewing market 
valuations by taking positions against the CIO. Soon thereafter, CIO Risk Management 
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expressed concerns to me that the book’s traders had recently purchased very large amounts of 
investment grade long positions. Shortly thereafter, in a group videoconference that included 
CIO Risk Management personnel, Mr. Martin-Artajo reiterated his concent about other market 
participants skewing market valuations and recommended that the traders purchase even more 
investment grade long positions in order to counteract the skewed valuations. I immediately 
instructed Messrs. Martin-Artajo and Iksil to cease all trading of investment grade long positions. 
I also instructed them, along with Mr. Maoris, to do a full review of the book, and to prepare a 
written analysis and plan for reducing the book going forward. 

Over the course of the next few weeks, during which time the book experienced a few 
days of large mark-to-market losses, I and CIO Risk Management personnel received a series of 
reassuring analyses and conclusions from Messrs. Maoris and Martin-Artajo. Indeed, throughout 
this period, I made successive requests of Messrs. Maoris and Martin-Artajo for greater analysis 
and explanation of the book’s positions. Their responses were seemingly thorough and 
consistently reassuring. On multiple occasions, both orally and in detailed writings, Messrs. 
Maoris and Martin-Artajo expressed their confident belief that, notwithstanding the issues that 
had been raised and the recent mark-to-market losses, the synthetic credit book remained 
properly balanced; the investment grade long positions were strategically appropriate; the recent 
mark-to-market losses reflected temporary market dislocations due to unsustainable actions by 
other market participants; and the losses would dissipate over the near term. In addition, Messrs. 
Maoris and Martin-Artajo provided several detailed written scenario analyses estimating, with 
high confidence, that the book’s second quarter performance would range between a $350 
million profit and a $250 million loss. 

I have since come to learn - based on the Company’s public statements in July 2012 and 
Task Force Report in January of this year - that valuations for many of the book’s positions were 
inflated and not calculated or reported in good faith; that the original version of the second 
quarter scenario analyses reflected much higher projected losses and was specifically re-done 
before it was sent to me so as to reflect lower projected losses; and that some members of the 
London team participated in or condoned such conduct and hid from me important information 
regarding the true risks in the book. 1 have also since come to learn - based on the same public 
statements of the Company - that the new VaR model was flawed and significantly understated 
the true risks in the book. Needless to say, 1 had no knowledge of these things at the time, 

CIO Risk Management received all of Messrs. Maoris and Martin-Artajo’s written 
analyses and conclusions, including the second quarter scenario analyses. In addition, during 
this critical period I kept the Company’s senior management apprised of the issues and the 
conclusions being presented by Messrs. Maoris and Martin-Artajo. Over the week leading up to 
the Company’s April 13 earnings call, I made sure that Messrs. Maoris and Martin-Artajo’s 
written analyses and conclusions, including the second quarter scenario analyses, were 
distributed to senior management and that senior management had an opportunity to raise 
questions and issues directly with them. 
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My oversight of the synthetic credit portfolio 

I believe that my oversight of the synthetic credit portfolio, including during 2012, was 
reasonable and diligent, and it was accomplished through multiple means. 1 relied on Messrs. 
Macris and Martin-Artajo, each a recognized expert on credit derivatives, to vet and supervise 
trading strategy and to keep me apprised generally on the trading and the performance of the 
book. They did so through regular written reports from their team and numerous video, 
telephone and in-person conferences. I relied on the Company’s formal risk metrics - in 
particular VaR, stress performance, and CSW 10% - to alert me to excessive risks, and I relied 
on CIO Risk Management to alert me to particular problems or concerns.' I relied on the 
independent Model Review Group to vet the VaR and other risk models. Further, I relied on 
CIO Finance - in particular the Valuation Control Group - to ensure that the book’s positions 
were valued properly. 

When issues or concerns were brought to my attention during the first quarter of 2012, 1 
responded forcefully and thoughtfully and ensured that the key people, including Risk 
Management personnel, were analyzing the issues and critically assessing the risks. I insisted 
that Mr. Macris and Mr. Martin-Artajo, the executive and manager with the greatest expertise 
and experience in credit derivatives, focus on and analyze the issues, assess future risks, and 
report back to me. I ensured that CIO Risk Management personnel were fully engaged and 
provided their independent analysis and judgment. When pointed concerns were brought to my 
attention in late March, I made sure that key members of the company’s senior management 
were fully infomied of the issues, received the written analyses and conclusions coming from 
Mr. Macris and Mr. Martin-Artajo, and had a full opportunity to raise questions with the London 
team. 


Ultimately, it appears that my oversight of the synthetic credit book during 2012 was 
undermined by two critical facts of which I was not aware at the time but have come to learn 
based on the Company’s Task Force Report and other public statements: (i) the new VaR model 
was flawed and significantly understated the real risks in the book; and (ii) some members of the 
London team failed to value positions properly and in good faith, minimized reported and 
projected losses, and hid from me important information regarding the true risks of the book. I 
believe it goes without saying that it is extremely difficult, if not impossible, to oversee a 
portfolio under such circumstances. 

Also, it appears that my oversight of the book was undermined by control failures by CIO 
Risk Management and CIO Finance. In particular, it appears that CIO Risk Management failed 
to properly understand and assess the risks in the book, and that CIO Finance failed to properly 
review the position valuations recorded by the traders. 

I recognize that the Task Force Report makes certain management-related criticisms of 
me, but I respectfully disagree with many of those criticisms. For the reasons cited, I believe that 


' During the first quarter of 20 1 2, CIO Risk Management included a manager, Keith Stephan, who sat with the 
traders in London, a more senior manager, Peter Welland, who received daily reports with details of the 
positions and the trades, and a chief risk officer, Irv Goldman, who although new to that position had spent over 
a month in London in mid-201 1 getting to know the London team and developing a better understanding of the 
synthetic credit portfolio. 
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my management of tlie CIO and oversight of the synthetic credit book was reasonable and 
diligent. It is also important to note that the Task Force Report itself lays out the critical factors 
- the flaws in the new VaR model and the deceptive eonduct by members of the London team - 
that undermined my management and my oversight of the book. 

Mv departure from JPMorgan Chase 

In late April of 2012, following a series of additional large mark-to-market losses in the 
synthetic credit book, it became clear to me and other members of senior management that the 
reassuring analyses and conclusions provided by Messrs. Macris and Martin- Artajo, including 
the second quarter scenario analyses, had been erroneous. This realization led to detailed 
reviews by Corporate Risk Management and other members of senior management, which in 
turn led to the Company’s May 10 filings and its conference call with investors and analysts 
regarding the CIO losses. 

I was, and I remain, deeply disappointed and saddened that such significant losses 
occurred in the business unit I oversaw, a unit I managed diligently and successfully for many 
years. Although asset-liability management, by its nature, involves regular ups and downs in 
both investment and hedging books, I had never before experienced a situation like this one. 
Though I did not (and do not) believe I bore personal responsibility for the losses in the synthetic 
credit book, in late April I began to consider whether, for the good of JPMorgan Chase, I should 
step down and make it easier for the Company to move beyond these issues. In the wake of the 
May 10 disclosures I approached Mr. Dimon and told him that 1 thought it would be best for the 
Company if I stepped down. lie reluctantly agreed, and shortly thereafter I submitted my 
retirement letter. Similarly, although 1 did not (and do not) believe that 1 engaged in any 
misconduct, I offered to give up a significant amount of my recent JPMorgan Chase 
compensation, which I have done, in recognition of the size of the losses and my position as head 
of the business. 

Since my departure I have learned of the deceptive conduct by members of the London 
team, and I was, and remain, deeply disappointed and saddened to learn of such conduct and the 
extent to which the London team let me, and the Company, down. 

Looking back over my long career at JPMorgan Chase, I know that I - like the vast 
majority of the people with whom I worked - always did my job with integrity and care and 
always tried to act in the best interests of the Company. In the end, 1 left a job and a company 1 
loved dearly, after 30 years of dedicated service, because of significant losses that occurred on 
my watch. 

I thank you for the opportunity to submit this statement, and I will be happy to answer 
any questions you may have. 


7 



108 


Ashley Bacon 

Acting Chief Risk Officer, JPMorgan Chase & Co. 

Written Testimony for the Senate Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations 

March 15, 2013 

Good morning Chairman Levin, Ranking Member McCain, and Members of the 
Committee, My name is Ashley Bacon, and 1 am the Acting Chief Risk Officer of JPMorgan. 1 
have been at JPMorgan for 20 years and have spent six years in the Firm’s Risk Management 
function, 1 appreciate the opportunity to come before you today as a part of your inquiry into the 
CIO synthetic credit portfolio to tell you about what 1 observed after being asked in late April to 
independently assess the CIO trades. Let me first start by expressing the entire Firm’s 
commitment to the importance of effective risk management. 

Turning to the CIO portfolio at issue: at the request of senior Firm management, I was 
brought in from outside the Chief Investment Office in late April 2012, along with other 
individuals from the Investment Bank, to lead a team of professionals conducting a detailed 
assessment of the synthetic credit portfolio. The purpose of that review was to understand the 
persistent losses being experienced and to help chart a course forward. Our team worked long 
hours on this review and reported back to senior Firm management on at least a daily basis. 

After initial reports, we were asked to take over responsibility for the day-to-day management of 
the synthetic credit portfolio— a responsibility that we held until a new CIO management team 
took over. 

The Firm also requested that my colleague Michael Cavanagh lead a Task Force to 
investigate these trades. Later today, 1 believe that Mr. Cavanagh will speak in some detail to 
that effort and to the remedial steps identified by the Task Force in response. I will simply 
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discuss a few of the key steps we have taken as a Firm to improve our risk management — both 
within the CIO and elsewhere in the Firm, 

First, the Firm appointed a new Chief Risk Officer for CIO in May 2012. Additionally, 
the Firm took steps to ensure Risk’s independence and the appropriateness of staffing levels. 

The new CIO Chief Risk Officer’s actual reporting practices now conform to his functional 
reporting line. He reports to me, and his compensation and career advancement are controlled by 
Risk, with input from the business and others about his performance, as appropriate. 

Second, the Firm has overhauled the CIO Risk Committee. The Committee now meets 
on a w’eekly basis and attendees include other members of senior management, from within and 
outside of CIO. It has been reconstituted as the CIO, Treasury and Corporate Risk Committee, 
to reflect its broader responsibilities and increased participation. 

Third, CIO has implemented numerous new or restructured risk limits covering a broad 
set of risk parameters. What remained of the synthetic credit portfolio was transferred to the 
Finn’s Investment Bank, where it is subject to appropriate oversight and detailed analysis. 

Finally, JPMorgan has conducted a comprehensive self-assessment of the Risk 
organization and, as a result, we are implementing a series of improvements both Firm-wide and 
within our lines of business. In addition to W'orking to improve model development, review, 
approval, and monitoring, the Firm is reaffirming and, where appropriate, is revising its market 
risk limits across all of its lines of business. We have introduced additional granular, portfolio- 
level limits and will continue to do so as appropriate. We have strengthened our processes for 
limit excessions to provide for more rapid escalation and more effective review. We have 
established a Firm-wide Risk Committee, improved the operation of our Risk Operating and Risk 
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Governance Committees, and enhanced our reporting to the Board of Directors’ Risk Policy 
Committee. 

A risk organization must constantly look for ways to improve. The steps I have described 
reflect our fundamental belief in how the Firm’s risk profile should be overseen with effective 
challenge and with the right level of information available to address risk issues effectively. 

Thank you for the opportunity to appear before you today, and I welcome any questions 
you have. 
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STATEMENT OF PETER WEILAND 

Written Testimony for the Senate Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations 

March 15, 2013 

Chairman Levin, Ranking Member McCain, and Members of the Subcommittee: 

My name is Peter Weiland. I vvas employed at J.P. Morgan as its Head of Market Risk in 
J.P. Morgan’s Chief Investment Office (“CIO”) from October 2008 until October 2012. I am 
here in response to the invitation I received from the Subcommittee, and I will attempt to provide 
information and answer questions to the best of my recollection and knowledge. 

I am proud of the CIO and its accomplishments. It was a hard working team that took its 
job seriously. The events of 2012 were a substantial disappointment but I am here today to help 
explain the facts surrounding those events. 

In your invitation to me, you asked for information on several different topics. I will try 
to respond to those questions as directly and as succinctly as I can. 

You asked me about the risk management structure in the CIO and my role in managing 
risks, including within the London office. The risk management structure changed over the four 
years I was there. I was hired in October, 2008, by Ina Drew to be the Head of Market Risk. 
There was no Chief Risk Officer for the CIO at that time. When 1 was hired. I had a direct 
reporting line to Ms. Drew with an indirect line to J.P. Morgan’s Chief Risk Officer (“CRO”) 
Barry Zubrow. In mid-2009, my official reporting line changed to a direct line to Mr. Zubrow 
with an indirect line to Ms. Drew. 

In September, 201 1, a search was announced to bring in a Chief Risk Officer for the CIO 
to whom I would report. In January, 2012, Irv Goldman was selected to be the CRO for the CIO. 
Upon his hiring, I reported directly to Mr. Goldman. 
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The second question posed to me by the Subcommittee was to describe the risk 
management practices at the CIO, including the risk metrics and the limits that were used, who 
set the limits, and how the breaches were handled. During most of the period in question, the 
CIO’s activity was divided into SAA (strategic, longer term investment activity mostly in AFS 
accounting) and TAA (tactical, shorter term activity, mostly mark-to-market accounting). The 
SAA risk framework was generally not based on delegated trading limits; the SAA Committee 
specifically approved portfolio activity. 

The TAA was treated with a traditional delegated limit framework, including limits on 
Value-at-Risk (“VaR”), stress, and non-statisticals. Synthetic credit, although intended to offset 
strategic credit exposures, was included in the TAA because accounting rules require derivatives 
to be mark-to-market. Therefore, CIO market risk limits largely applied only to TAA activity 
with some exceptions, including individual issuer limits in SAA (“single name limits”). In late 
201 1 and early 2012, it was agreed to include the SAA in firm-wide stress limit in the firm-wide 
stress limit framework. This was implemented during the first quarter of 2012. 

Limit approvals were to be made at various levels; limits were agreed by the nature of the 
business and the Risk. Top (Level 1 ) CIO limits were approved by the CEO, the CRO, and the 
CIO, Within the CIO, Level 2, limits were approved by Ms, Drew, regional CIOs, and myself. 
Some regional limits were approved by regional CIOs and myself Breaches of the limits were 
handled according to firm-wide Market Risk policy; the designated approvers were notified 
when the breaches occurred. 

The third question that the Subcommittee posed was the CIO’s efforts to develop 
alterative risk and capital models during 201 1 and 2012, in particular to recalculate the Value-at- 
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Risk, the Comprehensive Risk Measure (“CRM”), and the Risk Weighted Assets (“RWA”) 
results, and my role in those efforts. 

In early 201 1, 1 discussed expected Basel 2.5 risk requirements with central Risk QR 
staff. Risk QR was developing a CRM model to encompass all J.P. Morgan synthetic credit 
activity. In addition, it became clear that the VaR for CIO synthetic credit would need to be 
upgraded. The target date for this upgrade was to be the end of 201 1 . In this regard, several 
historical factors are relevant: 

• In 2009, the CIO synthetic credit VaR was initially modeled after the Investment 
Bank (“IB”) for consistency; 

• the IB upgraded its VaR with a heavy dependence on individual credit curves in 
2010. Because CIO activity is purely index based, it was clear that the IB’s 
individual name approach would be inappropriate for the CIO; 

• in 201 1, the Market Risk Technology group developed a VaR tool that was expected 
to take data feeds from both the IB and the CIO. In August, 201 1 , the initial feeds 
from CIO failed and it was determined that the VaR tool did not work without IB 
transformation tools; 

• in September, 2011, the CIO office began work on a new VaR model that was 
intended to meet all the requirements of Basel 2.5. The development of this new VaR 
model was led by Pat Hagan of the CIO, with close monitoring by the Risk QR to 
ensure fulfillments of all regulatory requirements; 

• concuiTently, the Risk QR was developing a CRM model, another contributor to 
RWA for synthetic credit (RWA = VaR + stress VaR + CRM). The CIO business 
quantitative team had questions about the details about the central CRM model 
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development. The European CIO team requested approval to develop a CRM model 
specifically for CIO, but their request was denied; 

• the CIO business quant team developed a parallel model CRM to try to better 
understand the central CRM model; 

• ultimately, the CIO synthetic credit VaR was approved by the Risk QR and then 
implemented at the end of January, 2012. Subsequently, it was determined that 
coding errors resulted in an incorrect VaR calculation and the VaR was rolled back to 
its previous model; 

• my role throughout the process was to maintain focus to ensure that the new VaR was 
implemented so that the firm would meet regulatory deadlines as well as maintain 
communication with the Risk QR regarding CRM model development and testing. 

The fourth question that you submitted asked for information about my role in analyzing 
the risks associated with the Synthetic Credit Portfolio (SCP) and the SCP’s record of risk limit 
breaches and actions taken in response to those breaches in 201 1 and 2012. As always, the 
answers to SCP questions are complicated. But I was responsible for all Market Risk within the 
CIO, including synthetic credit, during my tenure as the Head of Market Risk. This included a 
wide range of activities, including: 

• the AFS securities portfolio consisting of a wide variety of asset classes including 
MBS, CMBS, CLOs, student loan ABS, credit card ABS, uni-bonds and so forth. 

This was a portfolio of approximately $400 billion; 

• Mortgage Servicing Rights hedging activity, including very large interest rates, 
volatility, and prepayment risks; 

• structural Foreign Exchange (FX) hedging activity; 
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• tactical positioning in New York, London, and Hong Kong, primarily in rates and FX 
and also including synthetic credit; 

• CIO private equity activity. 

Supporting me in London was one senior risk manager for whom the synthetic credit 
portfolio was part of his responsibilities. There were also two junior resources dedicated to the 
synthetic credit portfolio. 

The main limits on CIO synthetic credit in 2012 were VaR, stress, csbpv, and cswl0%. 
The initial breaches were csbpv breaches. The csbpv values for all synthetic credit positions 
were added to arrive at the usage. During early 2012, as investment grade (“IG”) positions 
began to be used in size to offset high yield (HY) positions, the total csbpv grew because risk 
equivalent IG and HY positions had a very different csbpv value. Given this change in the 
business mix, it was determined that the csbpv was no longer a useful limit. 

VaR limit breaches also occurred during January, 2012, sometimes resulting in a 
firmwide VaR limit breach. Given that the CIO VaR was known to consistently overstate P/L 
volatility and because it was believed that an improved model was near implementation, the new 
VaR model output was an important consideration in the approval of one-off increases and gave 
management comfort that the VaR breaches would not have occurred if a new model were 
already in place. However, because of further breaches of the cswl0% limits and stress limits 
that were occurring at the end of March and April, 2012, there was increased attention to the 
portfolio from senior management due to the RWA, the losses, and the press. 

The fifth question you asked was an inquiry as to what actions were taken to inform 
senior bank managers about the SCP risk issues. Let me first note that the size of the synthetic 
credit portfolio was well understood among the senior management at J.P. Morgan. The 
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portfolio dominated CIO VaR for most of the period from 2008 to 2012, and it had a significant 
impact on stress test results as well. Because the track record for managing such a significant 
risk had been good, namely there were significant gains in 2009 and relatively stable results 
during the rest of the period, matters proceeded in the normal course. There were active 
discussions on regulatory capital usage. 

The final question you asked me related to what actions were taken to inform regulators 
about SCP issues. During the period in question, 1 had occasional meetings with regulators with 
regard with to the CCAR regulatory stress exercises. In addition, the CIO management team met 
with regulators in April 2012 to discuss the SCP events. I also recall that there were some 
additional meetings about synthetic credit following up on the meeting with regulators in April, 
2012 , 

I hope the above answers are helpful to your inquiry. Because this subject area is so 
complicated, it is hard to give succinct answers. I am happy to answer any questions about the 
above topics. 

Thank you. 
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March 15, 2013 


I. Introduction 

Good morning Chairman Levin, Ranking Member McCain, and Members of the 
Subcommittee. My name is Michael Cavanagh, and I serve as the Co-Chief Executive Officer of 
the Corporate and Investment Bank at JPMorgan Chase & Co. (“JPMorgan” or the “Firm”). I 
also led the JPMorgan Management Task Force’s review of losses incurred in 2012 by the 
Firm’s Chief Investment Office (“CIO”). I appreciate the opportunity to participate in today’s 
hearing on matters relating to those losses, and will answer as best I can any questions you might 
have. ’ 

We have worked closely with the Subcommittee’s staff during the course of its inquiry 
regarding the 2012 CIO losses, and have cooperated as completely as possible to help provide a 
full picture of what happened and how it happened, as well as JPMorgan’s response. We 
appreciate the courtesies the staff has extended throughout the course of this inquiry and thank 
them for their professionalism. 

You have requested that we address in this testimony a range of topics, including the 
findings of the Task Force, oversight of CIO and the Synthetic Credit Portfolio (including 
trading strategies, risk management, hedging, valuation, and modeling), and communications 
with third parties, including investors and regulators, regarding the Synthetic Credit Portfolio. I 
address each of these topics below. Before turning to them, however, and on behalf of our entire 

' My testimony today is intended to reflect the Task Force’s view of the facts. Others, including regulators 

conducting their own investigations, may have a different view of the facts, or may focus on facts not described in 
the Task Force Report, and may also draw different conclusions regarding the facts and issues. The Task Force’s 
mandate did not include drawing any legal conclusion, and accordingly, by my testimony today, neither 1 nor the 
Task Force purport to do so. 
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management team, 1 want to repeat what we have said before: that we let down our shareholders 
and failed to meet the high standard we set for ourselves. We have learned valuable lessons from 
our experience, and have taken and are continuing to take a number of significant remedial 
actions that we believe will make us an even stronger company going forward. 

n. The Task Force 

Over the past nine months, the Task Force and its advisors conducted a thorough review 
of the CIO losses. The Task Force’s work - which included interviews of many current and 
former JPMorgan employees, an examination of millions of documents, and review of tens of 
thousands of audio files - was overseen by an independent Review Committee of the Board of 
Directors, which conducted its own investigation and with whom the Task Force also shared and 
discussed its findings. The Task Force also shared and discussed its findings with the entire 
Board, and as you know, made its findings public on January 16, 2013. 

The Task Force made five key observations, which are described briefly below. These 
observations reflect the Task Force’s view that direct and principal responsibility for the losses 
lies with the traders who designed and implemented the flawed trading strategy. However, they 
also reflect the Task Force’s view that responsibility for the flaws that allowed the losses to 
occur lies primarily with CIO management but also with senior Firm management. 

The Firm’s views on responsibility for these losses have had direct and concrete results. 
The Firm has terminated the employment of those most responsible and clawed back their 
compensation; it has accepted the resignations of other relevant employees; and it has reduced 
the compensation of other personnel both within CIO and elsewhere, including the Chief 
Executive Officer. Beyond these employment actions, the Firm has undertaken a significant 
effort, across the entire Firm, to re-examine its risk management practices, and has worked to 
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take all necessary steps to ensure that the Firm is employing best practices and is well-positioned 
to prevent similar incidents in the future. 

A. The Findings of the Task Force 

1. Key Observations 

The Task Force made five key observations regarding CIO and the losses, and these 
observations correlate to several of the topics you have requested this testimony address. First, 
CIO’s judgment, execution and escalation of issues in the first quarter of 2012 were poor, in at 
least six critical areas: (1) CIO management established competing and inconsistent priorities 
for the Synthetic Credit Portfolio without adequately exploring or understanding how the 
priorities w'ouid be simultaneously addressed; (2) the trading strategies that were designed in an 
effort to achieve the various priorities were poorly conceived and not fully understood by CIO 
management and other CIO personnel who might have been in a position to manage the risks of 
the Synthetic Credit Portfolio effectively; (3) CIO management (including CIO’s Finance 
function) failed to obtain robust, detailed reporting on the activity in the Synthetic Credit 
Portfolio, and/or to otherwise appropriately monitor the traders’ activity as closely as they should 
have; (4) CIO personnel at all levels failed to adequately respond to and escalate (including to 
senior Firm management and the Board) concerns that were raised at various points during the 
trading; (5) certain of the traders did not show the full extent of the Synthetic Credit Portfolio’s 
losses; and (6) CIO provided to senior Firm management excessively optimistic and inadequately 
analyzed estimates of the Synthetic Credit Portfolio’s future perfonnanee in the days leading up 
to the April 13 earnings call. 

Second, the Finn did not ensure that the controls and oversight of CIO evolved 
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significant risk management weaknesses developed within CIO that allowed the traders to pursue 
their flawed and risky trading strategies. On this point, the Task Force concluded that senior 
Firm management’s view of CIO had not evolved to reflect the increasingly complex and risky 
strategies CIO was pursuing in the Synthetic Credit Portfolio; instead, they continued to view 
CIO as the manager of a stable, high-quality, fixed-income portfolio. As a result, they were less 
focused on CIO relative to client-facing businesses, and did not do enough to verify that CIO 
was well managed or that the Firm was fully applying its various risk and other controls to the 
Synthetic Credit Portfolio’s activities. Compounding the matter, the CIO Finance function failed 
to ensure that its price-testing procedures for the Synthetic Credit Portfolio were being properly 
and rigorously implemented, and that it produced robust reporting and analytics regarding the 
portfolio’s performance and characteristics. 

Third. CIO Risk Management lacked the personnel and structure necessary to manage the 
risks of the Synthetic Credit Portfolio. With respect to personnel, a new CIO Chief Risk Officer 
was appointed in early 2012, and he was learning the role at the same time the traders were 
building the ultimately problematic positions. More broadly, the CIO Risk function had been 
historically understaffed, and some of the CIO risk personnel lacked the requisite skills. With 
respect to structural issues, the CIO Risk Committee met only infrequently, and its regular 
attendees did not include pensonnel from outside CIO. As a result, the CIO Risk Committee did 
not effectively perform its intended role as a forum for constructive challenge of practices, 
strategies and controls. Furthermore, at least some CIO risk managers did not consider 
themselves sufficiently independent from CIO’s business operations and did not feel empow'ered 
to ask hard questions, criticize trading strategies or escalate their concerns in an effective manner 
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CIO Risk Management made a number of key missteps, including failures to (1) review 
the appropriateness of the CIO risk limits used from 2009 to 2012; (2) ensure that the change to 
the CIO Value-at-Risk (“VaR”) model for the Synthetic Credit Portfolio in Januaiy 2012 was 
appropriate and being properly implemented; and (3) appreciate the significance of the changes 
in the Synthetic Credit Portfolio during early 2012. 

Fourth, the risk limits applicable to CIO were not sufficiently granular. There were no 
limits by size, asset type or risk factor specific to the Synthetic Credit Portfolio; rather, limits in 
CIO were applied only to CIO as a whole. The absence of granular limits played a role in 
allowing the flawed trading strategies to proceed in the first quarter, especially as the positions 
grew in size. 

Fifth, approval and implementation of the new CIO VaR model for the Synthetic Credit 
Portfolio in late January 2012 were flawed, and the model as implemented understated the risks 
presented by the trades in the first quarter of 2012. The model suffered from significant 
operational shortcomings that received inadequate scrutiny by CIO Market Risk, the Model 
Review Group, and the model’s developer in the model approval process. Moreover, although 
the model produced significantly different results from its predecessor, the personnel involved in 
reviewing and approving the new model required only limited back-testing. 

2. Remediatio n 

The Firm has taken comprehensive remedial steps to address deficiencies identified since 
the losses. These include the following: 

Firxi, the Firm has replaced the individuals within CIO responsible for the losses. The 
Firm has terminated the employment or accepted the resignations of the traders and managers 
who were responsible for the trades that generated the losses, and pursued the maximum 
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clawback of their compensation. The Firm also accepted the Chief Investment Officer’s 
retirement, as well as her voluntary agreement to return or waive amounts that the Firm 
otherwise deemed subject to a clawback. The Firm has also substantially reduced (in some 
cases, to zero) the 2012 incentive compensation for a number of employees and, in addition to 
reductions for specific CIO employees, has also reduced the 2012 incentive compensation pool 
for all of CIO. 

Second, the Firm has appointed a new, experienced CIO leadership team. The new 
leadership team began promptly to reposition CIO to focus on its basic mandate, and the Firm 
also has increased resources for key support functions within CIO, including Finance and Risk 
Management. 

Third, the Firm has adopted a variety of governance measures to improve its oversight of 
CIO, and ensure that CIO is better integrated into the rest of the Firm, For example, the Firm has 
instituted new and robust committee structures within CIO, and has taken steps to enhance the 
Firm’s internal audit coverage of CIO activities and ensure tight linkages among CIO, Corporate 
Treasury and other operations within the Firm’s Corporate sector.^ The Firm has also integrated 
the existing CIO Valuation Control Group (“VCG”) staff into the Investment Bank’s Valuation 
Control Group. In addition, the Firm has established a CIO Valuation Governance Forum 
(“VGF”) as part of a Firm-wide initiative to strengthen the governance of valuation activities. 
The Firm has also mandated that the CIO Corporate Business Review be conducted with 
increasing frequency, and with the same rigor as similar reviews for the Firm’s client-facing 
lines of business. 


' The Corporate sector (also referred to as the ‘‘Corporate/Private Equity” sector) comprises Private Equity, 
Treasury. Chief Investment Office, and Other Corporate, which includes corporate staff units (such as Audit, 
Finance, Human Resources, and others) and other centrally managed expense. 
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Fourth, the Firm has overhauled the Risk Committee for CIO and enhanced the 
independence of the CIO Risk function. For example, the new CIO Chief Risk Officer’s 
functional reporting practices now conform to his official reporting line; there is no confusion 
about his accountability to the Firm-wide Risk function. His compensation and career 
advancement will be controlled by the Film Chief Risk Officer, with input about his performance 
from others, as appropriate. CIO’s Risk Committee has been renamed the CIO, Treasury and 
Corporate Risk Committee, and now has broader responsibilities, covering Treasury and 
Corporate functions as well as CIO, and significant representation beyond CIO. The committee 
now meets on a weekly basis, and attendees also now include other members of senior 
management, from within and outside of CIO. 

Fifth, CIO has implemented new or restructured risk limits covering a broad set of risk 
parameters. Furthermore, the Synthetic Credit Portfolio - after significant de-risking - was 
transferred at the end of the second quarter of 2012 from CIO to the JPMorgan Investment Bank, 
which has an experienced team of traders and risk managers who were better positioned to close 
out the remaining positions. 

Finally, under the guidance of its Chief Risk Officer, the Firm conducted a 
comprehensive self-assessment of its entire Risk organization and, as a result, has implemented a 
series of improvements both Firm-wide and within the lines of business. In addition to working 
to improve model development, review, approval, and monitoring, the Firm is reaffirming and. 
where appropriate, revising its market risk limits across all of its lines of business, and has 
already introduced additional granular and portfolio-level limits. It has strengthened the Firm- 
wide limit excession policy to provide for more rapid escalation and a more thorough review. It 
is working to further improve market-risk reporting, and has made substantial enhancements to 
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risk reports presented to the Board of Directors’ Risk Policy Committee (“DRPC”). The Firm 
also has restructured its Firm-wide Risk Operating Committee in order to increase focus on 
identifying and implementing best practices across the Firm, Finally, the Firm has enhanced the 
structure of its Risk Governance Committee and established a Firm-wide Risk Committee. 

B. Oversight of CIO and the Synthetic Credit Portfolio 

You have asked that I address five specific oversight-related topics: (1) oversight of CIO 
and the Synthetic Credit Portfolio generally; (2) oversight of the Synthetic Credit Portfolio’s 
trading strategies and risk management; (3) oversight of hedging activities by the Synthetic 
Credit Portfolio; (4) oversight of valuation practices; and (5) oversight of risk and capital 
models. Several of these topics are addressed above in the context of specific Task Force 
obseivations and remedial actions; I separately discuss below oversight of hedging activities and 
valuation practices. 

With respect to oversight of the hedging activities, let me note at the outset that CIO no 
longer engages in the type of trading that generated the losses in the Synthetic Credit Portfolio 
and has refocu.sed on its core mandate of traditional Asset and Liability Management. Future 
synthetic credit positions will be within applicable risk limits, linked to a particular risk or set of 
risks that they are designed to offset, and subject to specified documentation, reporting and 
monitoring requirements. 

As to valuation practices, the Firm determined in July 2012 that CIO’s internal controls 
over valuation of the Synthetic Credit Portfolio suffered from a material control weakness as of 
March 31, 2012. Since this discovery, the Firm has restructured and enhanced its independent 
valuation control group in order to remedy this shortcoming. 
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C. Communications with Third Parties 

1. Investors 

You also asked that I address actions taken to inform investors about the Synthetic Credit 
Portfolio, '['he Firm made two relevant disclosures to the market relating to the Synthetic Credit 
Portfolio during the first half of 2012: on an April 13, 2012 earnings call, and in a May 10, 2012 
Form lO-Q and accompanying analyst call. With respect to both, the Firm subsequently learned 
infomtation that caused it to make a further disclosure to the market. 

As to the April 13, 2012 earnings call, as you are aware, Mr. Braunstein stated that the 
Firm was “very comfortable” with the positions in the Synthetic Credit Portfolio, and Mr. Dimon 
agreed with an analyst’s characterization of the publicity surrounding the Synthetic Credit 
Portfolio as a “tempest in a teapot.” Those statements turned out to be wrong, of course, though 
they were the product of good-faith efforts to assess the Synthetic Credit Portfolio, As described 
in the Task Force Report, in the period leading up to April 13, Mr. Dimon and Mr. Braunstein, 
among others, requested that CIO provide information and analyses about the Synthetic Credit 
Portfolio in light of recent press coverage relating to the Synthetic Credit Portfolio. These 
analyses concluded, in broad terms, that the Synthetic Credit Portfolio was generally “balanced,” 
that the market was currently dislocated, and that mark-to-market losses were temporary and 
manageable. One of the traders in particular expressed confidence that mark-to-market prices in 
the Synthetic Credit Portfolio would “mean revert.” 

'fhe losses in the Synthetic Credit Portfolio, however, increased in the weeks after the 
April 13 earnings call. These losses prompted senior Firm management in late April to direct 
non-CIO personnel to review and, ultimately, assume control of the Synthetic Credit Portfolio. 

A team led by a senior member of Firm-wide Market Risk examined the portfolio, and after 


9 



126 


analyzing, among other things, correlations of the positions and sensitivities under a range of 
market scenarios, the team concluded - and informed senior Firm management - that the 
Synthetic Credit Portfolio faced much greater exposure than previously reported by CIO. The 
team also found that the market’s knowledge of CIO’s positions would make it even more 
challenging to reduce the risks presented by those positions. 

In addition to this risk-related review, in preparation for the filing of its Form 10-Q for 
the first quarter of 2012, the Firm undertook a review relating to the valuations of positions in the 
Synthetic Credit Portfolio. Based on this review, the Firm concluded that its marks at March 3 1 
for the Synthetic Credit Portfolio complied with U.S, Generally Accepted Accounting Principles, 
This conclusion was reached in consultation with the Firm’s outside auditors, 
PricewaterhouseCoopers LLP (“PwC”). 

On May 10, the Firm disclosed that there were significant problems with the strategy for 
the Synthetic Credit Portfolio. In Mr. Dimon’s words, the strategy was “flawed, complex, poorly 
reviewed, poorly executed, and poorly monitored.” The Firm disclosed that the Synthetic Credit 
Portfolio had incurred more than $2 billion in mark-to-market losses up to that point in the 
second quarter, with the possibility of additional future losses and volatility. 

Shortly after May 1 0, the Task Force was formed to investigate the causes of the losses. 

In the course of our ensuing work, we became aware of evidence - primarily in the form of 
electronic communications and taped conversations - that raised questions about the integrity of 
the marks in the Synthetic Credit Portfolio in March 2012, After consulting with PwC, the Firm 
concluded that it was no longer confident that the March 3 1 marks reflected good-faith estimates 
of the fair value of all the instruments in the Synthetic Credit Portfolio. Accordingly, on July 13, 
the Firm announced that it would be restating its first-quarter net income, to lower it by $459 
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million. At the same time, the Firm also announced that it had been expeditiously reducing risk 
in the Synthetic Credit Portfolio and that the cumulative year-to-date losses through June 30, 
2012 had grown to approximately $5.8 billion. 

2. Regulators 

Finally, you asked about actions taken to inform regulators about the Synthetic Credit 
Portfolio. The Task Force’s focus was the causes of the losses, and as a result, a detailed 
timeline of the Firm’s communications with its regulators relating to the portfolio was beyond 
our scope. As a general matter, we try to be very open and communicative with our regulators, 
and they generally have access to whatever information they seek about matters like trading 
positions. Unfortunately, as w'e have said before, to the extent that we w'ere wrong about the 
riskiness of the Synthetic Credit Portfolio in mid-April, we were also wrong when we discussed 
the portfolio’s losses with our regulators at that time. And thereafter, when the losses in the 
Synthetic Credit Portfolio accelerated at the end of April, we should have been proactive in 
keeping our regulators so informed. That said, as noted in the Task Force report, senior Firm 
management and the new CIO leadership team recognize the importance of an open and 
transparent culture, including in its communications with the Firm’s regulators. The Firm has 
been working and will continue to work to ensure regulators consistently have full and timely 
visibility into CIO’s activities, and to enhance a culture of prompt and complete disclosure in 
accordance with regulators’ expectations. 

III. Policy Considerations 

JPMorgan and its regulators have a common interest in ensuring that the Firm has the 
right risk controls in place; CIO no longer engages in the types of trades that generated the losses 
in the Synthetic Credit Portfolio. Future synthetic credit positions in CIO w'ill be subject to 
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appropriate reporting and monitoring requirements, and linked with appropriate documentation 
to a particular risk or set of risks that they are designed to offset. We believe that the changes we 
have made appropriately reflect the approach to hedging outlined in the proposed Volcker rule, 
in that they impose strong internal controls over hedging, including requirements that all hedge 
transactions be properly documented and monitored. We also understand that Congress and our 
regulators will determine the appropriate regulatory and policy response to ensure that the issues 
we faced are not repeated by us or other institutions. 

IV. Conclusion 

As described above, the Task Force does not believe that the CIO losses stemmed from 
any one specific act or omission. Rather, the Task Force concluded that the losses were the 
result of a number of acts and omissions, some large and some seemingly small, some involving 
personnel and some involving structure, and a change in any one of which might have led to a 
different result. This experience has caused substantial and healthy introspection at the Firm and 
recognition of the need for continued improvement in multiple areas. Ultimately, the Task Force 
concluded that this incident teaches a number of important lessons that the Firm is taking very 
seriously. Thank you for the opportunity to participate in this hearing and I am happy to answer 
your questions. 
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Chairman Levin, Ranking Member McCain, and members of the Subcommittee, 
we appreciate this opportunity to discuss the OCC’s oversight of JPMorgan Chase, 
National Association (the bank), as it relates to the bank’s more than $6 billion in trading 
losses last year. The Subcommittee’s important work in this area will enhance our 
understanding of lessons learned from the specific events at the bank and how we may 
apply them to improve both the risk management of other large institutions and our own 
supervisory processes. The OCC has supported the Subcommittee’s efforts to review the 
bank’s credit derivatives trades, and we will continue to cooperate on this matter. 

The risk management culture and processes that led to the significant trading 
losses at the bank are unacceptable. The bank’s risk management and internal controls 
failed to identify and appropriately manage credit derivatives trading practices conducted 
by the Chief Investment Office (CIO) on behalf of the bank. Corporate governance and 
oversight were lacking with respect to the CIO risk taking. As a result, the activity and 
the risk associated with the CIO were not transparent. Equally troubling was the failure 
of the bank to provide timely and complete information to the OCC as events unfolded. 
This represents a fundamental breakdown in the open communication that we expect 
bank management to maintain with our supervisory staffs. Had the risk management and 
audit processes worked as intended, this activity should have been highlighted to bank 
management and supervisors, thereby resulting in greater scrutiny by both the bank and 
the OCC. 

Clearly, there were red flags that we should have noticed and acted upon, and as 
our testimony will describe, we have taken actions to strengthen our supervision in this 
area. However, once we became aware of the potential scope of the problems in the 
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trades conducted by the CIO on behalf of the bank, we quickly took actions to obtain 
more information from the bank, and we initiated a series of targeted examinations. 
Based on our findings, we issued a Cease and Desist (C&D) order against the bank to 
remedy the unsafe and unsound practices and legal violations related to the derivatives 
trading activities conducted by the CIO on behalf of the bank.' As more fully described 
in our C&D, we found deficiencies in the following core functions; oversight and 
governanee; risk management processes and procedures; control over trade valuation; 
development and implementation of models; and internal audit processes. Throughout 
this time, we were working closely with supervisors from the Federal Reserve System, 
and, concurrent with the OCC's enforcement action, the Board of Governors of the 
Federal Reserve System (FRB) issued a C&D order against the bank's parent company, 
JPMorgan Chase & Co (the holding company). 

We also launched an internal review to assess the quality of our supervision and 
lessons learned in order to strengthen our supervision at the bank and across the large 
bank population that we supervise. Our goal is to ensure that we focus resources 
efficiently and effectively to identify risks, assess the adequacy of banks’ governance and 
risk management, and ensure that weaknesses are promptly addressed. 

Our testimony addresses the key issues highlighted in the Subcommittee’s 
invitation letter, including our oversight of the CIO activities affecting the bank and the 
Synthetic Credit Portfolio (SCP); the extent to which the bank provided evidence of the 
SCP risk mitigation activities; our oversight of the SCP’s valuation practices and the 
bank’s use of its Value at Risk (VaR) models; and the extent to which the CIO and the 
bank impeded effective oversight by the OCC. Our testimony then describes the lessons 
' See OCC NR 2013-7, http://www.occ.gov/news-issuances/news-releases/2013/nr-occ-2013-7.html. 
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we have learned from our internal review and examinations, and how we are using those 
lessons to improve our supervision of large banks. 

I. An Overview of the Bank, the CIO, and SCP 

JPMC is a $2.4 trillion bank holding company with approximately $140 billion in 
Tier i common capital as of December 31, 2012. The lead national bank has 
approximately $1.9 trillion in total consolidated assets and $1 12 billion in Tier 1 common 
capital. 

The activities that generated the reported $6 billion loss were conducted in the 
national bank by the CIO. CIO performs a number of tasks, principally taking positions 
to manage the holding company’s (and the bank’s) exposure to various risks and 
investing cash. The CIO’s primary mandate is to manage structural interest rate risk and 
hedge foreign currency capital and mortgage servicing rights. It also manages company- 
owned and bank-owned life insurance and oversees the holding company’s pension 
funds. The CIO also had small securities and derivatives positions for both trading and 
investment purposes. The CIO functions separately from the holding company’s 
investment banking business, where most trading and market making take place. 

In 2006, the holding company formally approved a modest initiative of the CIO to 
trade credit indexes in North America and London to manage the holding company’s 
large cyclical exposure to credit. The VaR limit for this program was initially $5 million. 
The program grew rapidly in 2007 and 2008 as the financial crisis developed, taking 
substantial short positions in High Yield (HY) credit in SCP intended to hedge potential 
credit losses in loan and other portfolios. Because they were short positions, their value 
would generally increase if credit conditions in this market segment deteriorated. 
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Premiums paid for that protection were offset by long credit positions in other HY 
maturities and indexes as well as short and long Investment Grade (IG) credit positions 
across a variety of indexes, maturities, series, regions, and tranches. As HY positions are 
generally not bank-eligible, the bank transferred the market risk of these positions into a 
subsidiary of an Edge Act corporation, which took most of the losses. SCP was actively 
managed to achieve a dual mandate: make modest returns in a benign environment and 
more substantial returns in a credit stress event. 

Throughout the financial crisis, the position appeared to perform well. By 
September 2010 the bank had reduced its SCP risk, and CIO management planned to 
further reduce the position. 20 1 1 was a pivotal year, as markets stabilized and the 
risk/reward of the book was not as compelling as it had been. Consequently, the book 
size was reduced until June 2011. However, this cutback in stress loss protection led to 
large and sustained excesses of the CIO stress loss limits from February through June 

201 1. The limit excesses stopped in June 201 1 when the HY short positions were 
increased once again as credit markets deteriorated. 

In late 2011, CIO management had a stated goal of reducing the internal risk- 
based capital allocated to the CIO unit through reductions in the CIO’s risk-weighted 
assets (RWA). This was to be accomplished in part by changes in the credit derivatives 
positions. Despite that goal, CIO added to its HY short positions in late 201 1 and early 

2012. The CIO also added to the other positions to offset premiums paid on the short 
position. Losses, both actual and potential, accumulated in January 2012 so that by the 
end of the month, traders and CIO management were struggling to come up with a viable 
strategy to either stop building positions or, conversely, to continue aggressively trading 
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with the hope that markets would turn more favorable. Ultimately, they chose the latter 
strategy and in February and March, there was a large and rapid increase in positions 
across a wide range of indexes, maturities, series, and tranches. 

The positions became so large as to be noticed by external market traders and 
reported in the press. Losses continued to mount through April leading to the holding 
company’s public announcement of $2 billion dollars in losses with the potential for 
more to come. To-date, reported losses on the position have totaled some $6 billion. 

II. The OCC’s Oversight of the CIO and the SCP 

The OCC oversees the holding company’s national banks and various 
subsidiaries, including a branch in London. The FRB oversees the holding company and 
its affiliates, as well as the Edge Act subsidiary of the national bank. The OCC’s 
supervisory team includes approximately 65 onsite examiners who are responsible for 
reviewing nearly all facets of the bank’s activities and operations, including commercial 
and retail credit; mortgage banking; trading and other capital markets activities; asset 
liability management; bank technology and other aspects of operational risk; audit, and 
internal controls; and compliance with the Bank Secrecy Act, anti-money laundering 
laws, and the Community Reinvestment Act. These onsite examiners are supported by 
additional subject matter experts from across the OCC, and a small team of examiners in 
London. 

OCC supervises the CIO activities affecting the bank as part of its broader 
supervision of capital markets activities in the bank. The CIO activities are conducted 
globally but managed and controlled out of the holding company’s New York offices. As 
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a result, these activities are supervised by OCC and FRB staff assigned to the firm’s 
headquarters in New York. 

Examination targets for the bank’s capital markets activities were determined 
based on our risk assessment system. As part of this process, our capital markets team 
made supervisory judgments in order to focus attention where we perceived the largest 
risk to be. We examined high risk and complex trading books in the bank’s investment 
bank. The examination team also reviewed the bank’s compliance with Basel rules, 
liquidity, and interest rate risk management. Within the CIO, our supervisory focus was 
on its investment portfolio. This $350 billion portfolio had grown quickly through 2008 
and 2009 due to mergers and growth in deposits. The objectives of the portfolio are 
twofold; 1) to serve as a warehouse of liquid assets should the bank experience deposit 
losses due to idiosyncratic or systemic stress; and 2) to provide an earnings buffer for 
deployment of excess deposits. Given its growth, we were focusing much of our 
attention there. 

We were aware of the various short term strategies being conducted in the CIO, 
and their performance and risk were mentioned briefly in Treasury, CIO, and holding 
company reports. While we knew that the CIO held a position protecting against an 
economic downturn, we now realize that the bank’s reporting on SCP did not convey the 
full nature of the activities or risks. Throughout much of the financial crisis and into 
2011, the SCP book was consolidated into CIO performance metrics and not reported 
separately. Because of this lack of granular information, in 201 1 and until the disclosure 
of the losses, reporting about the SCP was not transparent, and information of interest to 
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examiners on emerging issues was not provided. This lack of transparency inhibited our 
ability to fully understand the nature of the risk taking and evolution of the SCP strategy. 

Following the April 2012 Wall Street Journal article about the "London Whale," 
we directed the bank to provide us with granular information about the SCP so that we 
could fully assess the risks being taken, and we began internal discussions on the scope of 
corrective actions warranted. We quickly determined that a full-scale, comprehensive 
review of the activities and oversight of the CIO and SCP was required due to increasing 
levels of losses the bank was then reporting and the bank’s lack of fulsome responses to 
our requests for information. Our review was launched during the first week of May and 
had two components. The first component focused on evaluating the adequacy of the 
bank’s risk controls and risk governance, informed by their application to the positions at 
issue. The second component evaluated the lessons that could be learned from this 
episode to enhance risk control and risk management processes at this and other banks, 
and to improve OCC supervisory approaches. 

The first prong of our review involved our onsite examination team focusing on 
three broad areas. First, we actively assessed the quality of management and risk 
management in the CIO function. This review looked at decision making and board 
oversight, including whether the risk committee members were appropriately informed 
and engaged; the types and reasonableness of risk measurement metrics and limits; the 
model governance review process; the valuation control process; and the quality of work 
by the independent risk management team, as well as internal audit. Second, we assessed 
the adequacy of the information provided within the holding company and the bank and 
made available to the OCC to evaluate the risks and risk controls associated with the 
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positions undertaken by the CIO. Third, we are now reviewing the compensation process 
of the CIO and assessing the bank’s determination on “claw backs” as part of that 
analysis. 

Working on a parallel track, as part of the second prong of our supervisory 
review, we compiled a detailed chronology of events to identify gaps in the bank’s risk 
management and to provide lessons to be learned for the OCC. To ensure that we had a 
full and complete picture of the SCP portfolio and how it changed over time, our internal 
review initially covered activities from the start of 201 1, over a year before the losses 
were realized, and in some cases, extended back several years. We focused particular 
attention on the rationale for the transactions and how they fit within the framework of 
the bank’s risk management processes; the quality and extent of information provided to 
the OCC; and consistency of the bank’s actions with OCC supervisory guidance. In 
addition, we assessed relevant audit and examination findings and whether deficiencies 
were addressed; the extent to which the risks associated with the strategy were 
recognized and evaluated; and whether there was an effective exchange of views among 
the business unit and control groups. 

As a result of the work of the onsite examination teams, and as previously noted, 
we issued a C&D order against the bank for unsafe and unsound practices, and legal 
violations related to derivatives trading activities conducted on behalf of the bank by the 
CIO. Those practices and violations are detailed in the C&D order, which is available on 
the OCC website.^ The bank has committed to taking all necessary and appropriate steps 
to remedy the deficiencies, unsafe or unsound practices, and violations identified by the 


^ See http://www.occ.gov/news-issuances/news-releases/2013/nr-occ-20 ! 3-7a.pdf. 
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OCC, and our examiners are closely monitoring the bank’s corrective actions and 
compliance with our order. 

III. The Extent to Which the Bank Provided Evidence of SCP Hedging Activities 

in 2012 

The SCP portfolio was never specifically linked to a dedicated pool of assets. In 
addition, it was characterized by the bank as a hedge of overall credit risk of the holding 
company and as a hedge of credit risk of the CIO. Not until the OCC demanded a 
meeting on April 16, 2012, did the CIO management provide a more fulsome explanation 
of SCP positions. Even then, significant information was lacking; for example, that 
trading had been stopped and that losses had increased significantly. 

IV. OCC Oversight of the Valuation Practices Applied to the SCP 

Our ongoing supervision of valuation practices is also based on our assessment of 
risk. Valuations are often tested during targeted examinations. Between examinations, 
we review internal reports, including reports of internal auditors. The OCC’s supervision 
of the valuation practices at the bank focused on the investment bank, where the bulk of 
trading in complex and difficult to value instruments took place. Within the CIO, we had 
reviewed the valuation of the investment portfolio and found the processes to be 
satisfactory. As mentioned, we did not, however, perform detailed testing of the SCP. 

We became aware of problems in SCP valuation practices as a result of both the bank 
management’s internal review in late April, and an internal audit report provided to us at 
about the same time. 

We have since conducted an examination of bank-wide valuation processes, 
including the CIO, and focused on the consistency of practices and controls bank-wide, 
and as reflected in our C&D, we have directed the bank to make improvements to its 
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valuation practices. We will be conducting onsite verification to determine the bank’s 
compliance. 

V. OCC Oversight of the CIO’s Implementation of a New Value-at-Risk Model 

in January 2012 and Revocation of that Model in May 2012 

VaR is one risk measure used by banks to monitor and control risk taking. VaR 
methodology is also used in the federal banking agencies’ and Basel risk-based capital 
rules for market risk. In general, VaR models are not designed to capture extreme tail or 
stress events. 

The OCC was aware that changes were being made to the CIO VaR model 
intended to make the model comply with the new Basel 2.5 market risk capital rules, and 
that VaR could fall by as much as one-half under this new model. We had an existing 
requirement that the bank improve its model risk management in general and the 
surrounding control processes, and we expected the bank to follow the processes 
developed to address that deficiency. 

In a meeting on May 9, 2012, to brief the OCC on the large losses in the SCP, 
bank management revealed that they had found major problems with regard to 
implementation of the new VaR model and had decided to revert to the prior VaR model. 
Bank management acknowledged that the new model had not been implemented properly 
and was poorly controlled. As a result, we immediately commenced a comprehensive 
review of both the VaR model change in the CIO and the use of VaR across the bank. 

Our review identified numerous deficiencies and found violations of qualitative 
regulatory requirements. As a result, we directed corrective action, and we are closely 
monitoring the bank’s progress. 
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We should have asked for more information about the change in the VaR model 
in January, given the large drop in VaR and the recent VaR limit excesses, even though 
the model was not changed for Basel 1 RWA. As previously noted, at the time, our 
examiners were focused on evaluating stress testing methods, and had been focused on 
ensuring the firm improved its internal review process. As we learned later, the bank’s 
internal processes for model risk management were not being effectively applied to the 
CIO. As a result, we have changed our supervisory practices, and we now discuss VaR 
model changes during monthly meetings with the bank. We expect the bank to address 
the reporting and other control weaknesses specified in our supervisory letters and C&D 
order. 

VI. The Extent to Which the CIO and the Bank Impeded Effective OCC 

Oversight of the SCP and Engaged in Unsafe or Unsound Banking Practices 

Despite regular meetings with JMPC Treasury and CIO, review of corporate and 
business unit reports, and targeted examinations of the CIO, it was the Wall Street 
Journal article naming the London Whale that led the OCC to contact the CIO and ask 
detailed questions about the credit derivatives trading. At that time, we were focusing 
resources on areas perceived to be of higher risk, and managers and control groups in the 
bank were believed to be competent. We now know, however, that they were not 
forthcoming about the business and did not raise issues appropriately with the OCC. 
Holding company-wide reporting provided limited and sometimes incomplete 
information about these trading activities and performance. We were aware in general 
terms of CIO stress loss protection, but not about the details of the SCP. However, the 
fact that the CIO was not transparent about the SCP and that its reports were not 
informative does not excuse us from asking additional que.stions of the bank. We have 
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learned a number of lessons from this event, and as a result, are making improvements to 
our supervision. 

VIL Lessons Learned for OCC Supervision 

The OCC’s Large Bank supervision program is structured to promote consistent 
risk-based supervision of large banks, including intemationally-active, complex financial 
institutions. While we believe our supervision-by-risk program is fundamentally sound, 
our internal review of the events at the bank and our own processes have highlighted a 
number of areas where we could improve. These lessons and the actions we are taking to 
strengthen our supervision are summarized below. 

1) The Need to Obtain and Verify Timely, Accurate, and Complete Information 

First, we failed to recognize the extent of SCP risk and potential for losses in a 
timely manner. Regardless of the contributing factors, we must test the quality of 
information and reports provided by firms we regulate to ensure we have a complete view 
of their operations. That is our standard practice, but SCP showed us that we can 
improve. We continue to emphasize that it is the responsibility of bank risk management, 
finance, and audit to ensure information is complete, accurate, and meaningful. 

While we have been emphasizing the need for banks to have firm-wide risk 
measures and reporting, this event also underscores the need to evaluate desk and 
business unit level risk and performance reporting to ensure that firm-wide reporting is 
adequate and highlights trends and outliers in the data for further review and discussion. 
Since examiners receive substantial amounts of data, it is particularly important to ensure 
that the data we obtain is presented in a clear format and reviewed in a timely fashion. In 
this particular case, we realize that while the reports themselves did not have necessary 
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details, a more thorough follow up with the bank could have given us a better view on 
SCP strategies before the rapid buildup of positions occurred. As a result, we have 
changed our daily operating processes at the bank to ensure that an examiner reviews 
excesses in a timely fashion and that there is a back-up process in place. 

2) The Need to Identify and Apply Resources with Prerequisite Skills 

The OCC has resources and expertise for supervising trading units but we did not 
adequately deploy them to the SCP. Instead, examiners with specific trading expertise, 
including those with a combination of industry and bank supervision experience, as well 
as experts in OCC headquarters in various areas including trading, derivatives 
accounting, and economics, were dedicated to reviewing investment bank trading. Others 
were focused on how the bank protected its corporate and counterparty credit exposure. 
Our work in the CIO focused on the $350 billion investment portfolio, rather than the 
SCP. We paid particular attention to the investment portfolio since it had grown 
dramatically since the crisis and had a composition that differed from other national 
banks in important ways that affected both credit and liquidity risk. 

Effectively developing, applying, and coordinating the varied sources of expertise 
across the agency, in this case for trading, but more generally across the many units and 
strategy of the bank, is a challenge we are addressing. We continue to aggressively train 
examiners and will continue to seek and hire staff with the required technical and trading 
expertise. We are also evaluating our staffing and our use of technical experts to oversee 
this bank and other large banks. Improved analysis of trade and market data is a goal of 
the OCC's data analytics groups. 
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3) Need to Apply Matters Requiring Attention Appropriately 

The OCC has standards for tracking Matters Requiring Attention (MRA) that 
were not effectively followed in the case of the CIO. An MRA associated with the CIO 
investment portfolio should have come with clear deadlines, and progress should have 
been more closely tracked. As a result of identifying this weakness, we have reinforced 
these standards, and we are conducting ongoing monitoring to ensure they are being 
followed consistently across the agency. 

4) The Need for Regular Review of Internal Risk-Weighted Asset Models and Reporting 

We noted a number of deficiencies in the regulatory reporting in regards to 
market risk RWA for the CIO. Along with evaluating the bank’s policies, procedures, 
practices, and controls to ensure the integrity of regulatory reporting, we need to 
consistently track the use of internal models; review RWA reporting to ensure it is 
informative, accessible, and accurate; and review material changes in internal models 
used for RWA. While examiners from the OCC and FRB met regularly with JPM to 
discuss internal models, our C&D order requires improved controls and reporting which 
should enable us to better ensure material changes are identified. Specifically, VaR 
model changes are being highlighted and reviewed in monthly meetings with the bank. 

The implementation of Basel 2.5 will provide us with the opportunity to validate 
or, in some cases, revalidate VaR models and require improved processes as conditions 
of approval. Basel 2.5 approvals are done in partnership with the FRB, but we will 
impose conditions we feel are appropriate for the national bank. Our large bank quality 
assurance unit will be undertaking a targeted review of efforts to improve our review of 
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RWA reporting to ensure that these practices are undertaken across our large bank 
portfolio where relevant. 

5) The Need to Look Across Business Lines and Locations and Coordinate with Other 
Supervisors 

The events at the bank highlighted our need to be more cognizant of market risks 
outside the conventional trading lines of business and operational breakdowns in the 
oversight and control of these risks. SCP also exposed the dangers of trading in offices 
or “hubs” removed from close proximity to senior management, despite advances in 
information technology and communication. It also highlights that at large complex 
institutions, risks and risk management functions can span across legal entities, resulting 
in overlapping responsibilities among banking supervisors. As a result we will focus 
more attention on overseas hubs, and conduct onsite examinations as appropriate. We 
also are looking for ways to enhance our collaboration with the FRB and other 
appropriate supervisors in our supervision of large complex firms. 

6) The Need to Identify Risks Associated with Risky Siloed Business Activities 

The CIO’s structure illustrates characteristics that we need to look for in other 
business units in this bank and other banks. In this case, we observed a business unit 
operating in a silo, with poorly integrated reporting and application of controls. 

Processes for calculating risk and RWA calculation at the CIO were outside technology 
control processes; risk management portfolios lacked a clear mandate and reporting was 
limited; and, large and sustained limit excesses and limits raised to accommodate new 
risk taking lacked adequate review and evaluation by the firm. Identifying these 
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characteristics in other business units may give us additional direction on where to look 
for potential issues before they become major problems. 

7) The Need to Identify Changes in Strategic Direction 

Our supervision needs to place more emphasis on identifying key changes with a 
bank’s risk management or risk culture. For example, areas that are considered to be low 
risk but have experienced significant changes in management or key staff talent, strategy, 
unusual movements in gains/losses, and position growth or changes in types of activities 
or risk/reward profiles should be a red flag for more in-depth investigation. Our efforts to 
drive banks to strengthen their independent risk management, valuation, and audit 
functions will be the most important factor in reducing surprises. We are committed to 
involving our technical experts in reviews of all capital markets examination scoping, and 
in ongoing reviews of management information systems (MIS) to ensure that their 
technical skills are utilized to identify red flags and assess risk management processes. 

8) The Need to Improve Internal OCC Information Management Systems 

An ongoing challenge for the OCC is to improve our internal information 
management systems, to reduce manual processes to verify that the correct reports are 
being collected, and to ensure we take advantage of improvements in technology. 

Detailed data on trades and markets could have provided additional value, for example, in 
the identification of concentrations. Improving the information management systems and 
taking advantage of additional market data will require additional resources, and we are 
strengthening our data analytics team. 
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VIII. Holding Large Banks to Higher Standards 

Finally, the events at the bank underscore the need to hold the largest banks to the 
highest standards. These banks must be managed and governed more rigorously than less 
systemieally important institutions. We are doing this by demanding strong capital, 
reserves, and liquidity, and raising the bar for the corporate governance under whieh we 
expect large banks to operate. 

Stromer Capital, Reserves, and Liquidity Standards 

Since the onset of the financial crisis, we have directed the largest institutions to 
strengthen their eapital, reserves, and liquidity positions. As a result, the quality and 
level of capital at national banks and bank holding companies with total assets greater 
than $50 billion have improved significantly. The median percentage of Tier 1 common 
capital relative to total assets for bank holding companies increased from 5.1 percent in 
2008 to more than 7.4 percent today, while the comparable ratio for national banks and 
federal savings institutions rose from 6.2 percent to 8.7 percent over that same period. 

Under scrutiny of our examiners, the largest banks have increased their loan loss 
reserves as a percentage of gross loans since the end of 2007, from 1 .4 percent to 2. 1 
percent. Similarly, the largest banks have materially strengthened their liquidity buffers 
through increases in short-term liquid assets that can be used to meet unanticipated 
liquidity demands and through a decreased reliance on short-term, volatile funding. 
System-wide, liquid assets are up $3.4 trillion over the past four years. The 
implementation of proposed rules related to Basel III will further enhance the quality and 
quantity of capital and liquidity held for regulatory purposes, ensuring that today’s 
historically high levels remain sustainable through the next cycle. 
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Heightened Expectations for Strons Cormrate Governance and Oversight 

While stronger capital and liquidity buffers are essential components for 
improving the resiliency of large banks, strong corporate governance is equally 
important. We have set higher expectations for corporate governance at large banks in 
five specific areas. 

1. Board willingness to provide credible challenge. A key element in corporate 
governance is a strong, knowledgeable board with independent directors who provide 
a credible challenge to bank management. Effective directors prudently question the 
propriety of strategic initiatives, talent decisions, and the balance between risk taking 
and reward. Effective information flow and risk identification within the organization 
is essential to the ability of directors to perform this role. 

2. Talent Management and Compensation. We expect large banks to have a well- 
defined personnel management process that ensures appropriate, quality staffing 
levels, provides for orderly succession, and maintains appropriate compensation tools 
to motivate and retain talent. Of particular importance is the need to ensure that 
incentive compensation structures balance risk and financial rewards and are 
compatible with effective controls and risk management. 

3. Defining and Communicating Risk Tolerance Expectations Across the 
Company. Consistent with prudent governance practices, banks must define and 
communicate acceptable risk tolerance, and results need to be visible and periodically 
compared to pre-defined limits. Examiners are directing banks to strengthen their 
existing risk tolerance structures by better articulating the bank’s risk appetite, its 
measures and limits of risk to capital or earnings on a firm-wide basis, the amount of 
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risk that may be taken in each line of business, and the amount of risk that may be 
taken in each of the key risk categories monitored by the banks. 

4. Development and Maintenance of Strong Audit and Risk Management 
Functions. The recent crisis reinforced the importance of quality audit and risk 
management functions. We have directed bank audit and risk management 
committees to perform gap analyses relative to OCC’s standards and industry 
practices and to take appropriate action to improve their audit and risk management 
functions. We expect members of the bank’s board and its executive management 
team to ensure audit and risk management teams are visibly and substantively 
supported. 

5. Sanctity of the Charter. While holding companies of large banks are typically 
managed on a line of business basis, directors at the bank level are responsible for 
oversight of the bank’s charter — the legal entity. Such responsibility requires 
separate and focused governance. We have reminded the boards of banks that their 
primary fiduciary duty is to ensure the safety and soundness of the national bank or 
federal savings association. This responsibility involves focus on the risk and control 
infrastructure. Directors must be certain that appropriate personnel, strategic 
planning, risk tolerance, operating processes, delegations of authority, controls, and 
reports are in place to effectively oversee the performance of the bank. The bank 
should not simply function as a booking entity for the holding company. It is 
incumbent upon bank directors to be mindful of this primary fiduciary duty as they 
execute their responsibilities. 
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IX. Conclusion: Commitment of OCC Leadership 

The leadership of the OCC is committed to strong and effective supervision. As 
demonstrated by our C&D, we will not hesitate to take strong action whenever we 
discover significant problems at an institution we supervise. Our work at the bank is 
ongoing, and we will continue to assess whether additional enforcement actions or 
referrals are warranted. 

We are equally committed to continuously enhancing our supervisory programs. 
The results of our internal investigation have been carefully reviewed by the OCC’s 
executive management team, who agreed with the findings and recommendations, and 
formulated plans to address them. Within the OCC, we have disseminated the lessons we 
have learned to our large bank EICs, as well as our capital markets team leads. We have 
held meetings with them and provided them with guidance for incorporating these lessons 
learned in supervisory plans and practices. Our large bank management teams are 
providing semiannual status reports to ensure effeetive implementation of the lessons 
learned. These reviews will be supplemented by an independent evaluation of some of 
these areas by the OCC’s Quality Assurance unit. 

We appreciate the Subcommittee’s investigation into this incident, and we will 
carefully review its report and recommendations to consider further enhancements to our 
supervisory program. 
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JPMORGAN CHASE WHALE TRADES: 

A CASE HISTORY OF DERIVATIVES RISKS AND ABUSES 

March 15,2013 

JPMorgan Chase & Company is the largest financial holding 
company in the United States, with $2.4 trillion in assets. It is also the 
largest derivatives dealer in the world and the largest single participant 
in world credit derivatives markets. Its principal bank subsidiary, 
JPMorgan Chase Bank, is the largest U.S. bank. JPMorgan Chase has 
consistently portrayed itself as an expert in risk management with a 
“fortress balance sheet” that ensures taxpayers have nothing to fear from 
its banking activities, including its extensive dealing in derivatives. But 
in early 2012, the bank’s Chief Investment Office (CIO), which is 
charged with managing $350 billion in excess deposits, placed a massive 
bet on a complex set of synthetic credit derivatives that, in 2012, lost at 
least $6.2 billion. 

The CIO’s losses were the result of the so-called “London Whale” 
trades executed by traders in its London office - trades so large in size 
that they roiled world credit markets. Initially dismissed by the bank’s 
chief executive as a “tempest in a teapot,” the trading losses quickly 
doubled and then tripled despite a relatively benign credit environment. 
The magnitude of the losses shocked the investing public and drew 
attention to the CIO which was found, in addition to its conservative 
investments, to be bankrolling high stakes, high risk credit derivative 
trades that were unknown to its regulators. 

The JPMorgan Chase whale trades provide a startling and 
instructive case history of how synthetic credit derivatives have become 
a multi-billion dollar source of risk within the U.S. banking system. 

They also demonstrate how inadequate derivative valuation practices 
enabled traders to hide substantial losses for months at a time; lax 
hedging practices obscured whether derivatives were being used to 
offset risk or take risk; risk limit breaches were routinely disregarded; 
risk evaluation models were manipulated to downplay risk; inadequate 
regulatory oversight was too easily dodged or stonewalled; and 
derivative trading and financial results were misrepresented to investors, 
regulators, policymakers, and the taxpaying public who, when banks 
lose big, may be required to finance multi-billion-dollar bailouts. 

The JPMorgan Chase whale trades provide another warning signal 
about the ongoing need to tighten oversight of banks’ derivative trading 
activities, Including through better valuation techniques, more effective 
hedging documentation, stronger enforcement of risk limits, more 
accurate risk models, and improved regulatory oversight. The 
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derivatives overhaul required by the Dodd-Frank Wall Street Reform 
and Consumer Protection Act is intended to provide the regulatory tools 
needed to tackle those problems and reduce derivatives-related risk, 
including through the Merkley-Levin provisions that seek to implement 
the Volcker Rule’s prohibition on high risk proprietary trading by 
federally insured banks, even if portrayed by banks as hedging activity 
designed to lower risk. 
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I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

A. Subcommittee Investigation 

The JPMorgan Chase whale trades first drew public attention in 
April 2012. Beginning that same month. Senator Carl Levin’s office 
made preliminary inquiries into what happened and subsequently 
received a series of briefings from JPMorgan Chase. On June 13, 2012, 
the U.S. Senate Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs 
held a hearing in which JPMorgan Chase’s Chief Executive Officer 
Jamie Dimon testified and answered questions about the whale trades.' 
On June 19, 2012, Mr. Dimon appeared at a second hearing before the 
U.S. House Committee on Financial Services.^ 

In July 2012, the U.S. Senate Permanent Subcommittee on 
Investigations initiated a bipartisan investigation into the trades. Over 
the course of the next nine months, the Subcommittee collected nearly 
90,000 documents, reviewed and, in some cases transcribed, over 200 
recorded telephone conversations and instant messaging exchanges,'^ and 
conducted over 25 interviews of bank and regulatory agency personnel. 
The Subcommittee also received over 25 briefings from the bank and its 
regulators, including the Office of the Comptroller of the Currency 
(OCC) and Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation (FDIC), and 
consulted with government and private sector experts in financial 
regulation, accounting practices, derivatives trading, and derivatives 
valuation. 

The materials reviewed by the Subcommittee included JPMorgan 
Chase filings with the Securities and Exchange Commission (SEC), 
documents provided to and by the OCC, JPMorgan Chase board and 
committee minutes, internal memoranda, correspondence, and emails, 
chronologies of trading positions, records of risk limit utilizations and 
breaches, audio recordings and instant messaging exchanges, legal 
pleadings, and media reports. In addition, JPMorgan Chase briefed the 
Subcommittee about the findings of an internal investigation conducted 
by a task force headed by Michael Cavanagh, a senior bank official who 
is a member of the firm’s Executive and Operating Committees. That 
investigation released its results to the public in a report on January 16, 


' See “A Breakdown in Risk Management; What Went Wrong at JPMorgan Chase?” U.S. 
Senate Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs, S. Hrg. 112-715 (June 13, 2012). 

^ See “Examining Bank Supervision and Risk Management in Light of JPMorgan Chase’s 
Trading Loss,” U.S. House of Representatives Committee on Financial Services, Serial No. 1 12- 
136 (June 19, 2012). 

^ The British regulator, the Financial Services Authority, requires telephone calls regarding 
trading to be taped, including with respect to all financial transactions likely to result in a trade. 
See Conduct of Business Sourcebook (Recording of Telephone Conversations and Electronic 
Communications) Instrument 2008, FSA 2008/6 (U.K.). 
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2013/ Bank representatives also read to the Subcommittee portions of 
notes taken during interviews conducted by the JPMorgan Chase Task 
Force of CIO personnel, Including traders, who were based in London. 

In addition to hank materials, the Subcommittee reviewed documents 
prepared by or sent to or from banking and securities regulators, 
including bank examination reports, analyses, memoranda, 
correspondence, emails, OCC Supervisory Letters, and Cease and Desist 
Orders. Those materials included nonpublic OCC examination materials 
and reports on the whale trades and on the OCC’s own oversight 
efforts.^ The Subcommittee also spoke with and received materials from 
firms that engaged in credit derivative trades with the CIO. 

JPMorgan Chase has cooperated fully with the Subcommittee’s 
inquiry, as have the regulatory agencies. However, several former 
JPMorgan Chase employees located in London declined Subcommittee 
requests for interviews and, because they resided outside of the United 
States, were heyond the Subcommittee’s subpoena authority. Those 
former employees, Achilles Macris, Javier Martin-Artajo, Bruno Iksil, 
and Julien Grout, played key parts in the events at the center of this 
inquiry; their refusal to provide information to the Subcommittee meant 
that this Report had to be prepared without their direct input. The 
Subcommittee relied instead on their internal emails, recorded telephone 
conversations and instant messages, internal memoranda and 
presentations, and interview summaries prepared by the bank’s internal 
investigation, to reconstruct what happened. 

B. Overview 

The Subcommittee’s investigation has determined that, over the 
course ofthe first quarter of 2012, JPMorgan Chase’s Chief Investment 
Office used its Synthetic Credit Portfolio (SCP) to engage in high risk 
derivatives trading; mismarked the SCP book to hide hundreds of 
millions of dollars of losses; disregarded multiple internal indicators of 
increasing risk; manipulated models; dodged OCC oversight; and 
misinformed investors, regulators, and the public about the nature of its 
risky derivatives trading. The Subcommittee’s investigation has 
exposed not only high risk activities and troubling misconduct at 
JPMorgan Chase, hut also broader, systemic problems related to the 
valuation, risk analysis, disclosure, and oversight of synthetic credit 
derivatives held hy U.S. financial institutions. 


See 1/16/2013 “Report of JPMorgan Chase & Co. Management Task Force Regarding 2012 
CIO Losses,” prepared by JPMorgan Chase, 

http://files.shareholder.eom/downioads/ONE/2288197031x0x628656/4cb574a0-0bf5-4728- 
95 82-625e45 1 9b5ab/Task_Force_Report.pdf. 

^ See iO/26/2012 Confidential Supervisory Report, OCC, PSI-OCC-13-000014-126 [Sealed 
Exhibit]. 
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(1) Increasing Risk 

In 2005, JPMorgan Chase spun off as a separate unit within the 
bank its Chief Investment Office (CIO), which was charged with 
investing the bank’s excess deposits, and named as its head, Ina Drew, 
who served as the bank’s Chief Investment Officer. In 2006, the CIO 
approved a proposal to trade in synthetic credit derivatives, a new 
trading activity. In 2008, the CIO began calling its credit trading 
activity the Synthetic Credit Portfolio. 

Three years later, in 201 1, the SCP’s net notional size jumped from 
$4 billion to $51 billion, a more than tenfold increase. In late 201 1, the 
SCP bankrolled a $1 billion credit derivatives trading bet that produced a 
gain of approximately $400 million. In December 2011, JPMorgan 
Chase instructed the CIO to reduce its Risk Weighted Assets (RWA) to 
enable the bank, as a whole, to reduce its regulatory capital 
requirements. In response, in January 2012, rather than dispose of the 
high risk assets in the SCP - the most typical way to reduce RWA - the 
CIO launched a trading strategy that called for purchasing additional 
long credit derivatives to offset its short derivative positions and lower 
the CIO’s RWA that way. That trading strategy not only ended up 
increasing the portfolio’s size, risk, and RWA, but also, by taking the 
portfolio into a net long position, eliminated the hedging protections the 
SCP was originally supposed to provide. 

In the first quarter of 2012, the CIO traders went on a sustained 
trading spree, eventually increasing the net notional size of the SCP 
threefold from $51 billion to $157 billion. By March, the SCP included 
at least $62 billion in holdings in a U.S. credit index for investment 
grade companies; $71 billion in holdings in a credit index for European 
investment grade companies; and $22 billion in holdings in a U.S. credit 
index for high yield (non-investment grade) companies. Those holdings 
were created, in part, by an enormous series of trades in March, in which 
the CIO bought $40 billion in notional long positions which the OCC 
later characterized as “doubling down” on a failed trading strategy. By 
the end ofMarch 2012, the SCP held over 100 different credit derivative 
instruments, with a high risk mix of short and long positions, referencing 
both investment grade and non-investment grade corporations, and 
including both shorter and longer term maturities. JPMorgan Chase 
personnel described the resulting SCP as “huge” and of “a perilous size” 
since a small drop in price could quickly translate into massive losses. 

At the same time the CIO traders were increasing the SCP’s 
holdings, the portfolio was losing value. The SCP reported losses of 
$100 million in January, another $69 million in February, and another 
$550 million in March, totaling at quarter-end nearly $719 million. A 
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week before the quarter ended, on March 23, 2012, CIO head Ina Drew 
ordered the SCP traders to “put phones down” and stop trading. 

In early April, the press began speculating about the identity of the 
“London Whale” behind the huge trades roiling the credit markets, 
eventually unmasking JPMorgan Chase’s Chief Investment Office. 

Over the next three months, the CIO’s credit derivatives continued to 
lose money. By May, the Synthetic Credit Portfolio reported losing $2 
billion; by the end of June, the losses jumped to $4.4 billion; and by the 
end of the year, the total reached at least $6.2 billion. 

JPMorgan Chase told the Subcommittee that the SCP was not 
intended to function as a proprietary trading desk, but as insurance or a 
“hedge” against credit risks confronting the bank. While its original 
approval document indicated that the SCP was created with a hedging 
function in mind, the bank was unable to provide documentation over 
the next five years detailing the SCP’s hedging objectives and strategies; 
the assets, portfolio, risks, or tail events it was supposed to hedge; or 
how the size, nature, and effectiveness of its hedges were determined. 
The bank was also unable to explain why the SCP’s hedges were treated 
differently from other types of hedges within the CIO. 

While conducting its review of the SCP, some OCC examiners 
expressed skepticism that the SCP functioned as a hedge at all. In a May 
2012 internal email, for example, one OCC examiner referred to the SCP 
as a “make believe voodoo magic ‘composite hedge.’” When he was 
asked about the Synthetic Credit Portfolio, JPMorgan Chase CEO Jamie 
Dimon told the Senate Banking Committee that, over time, the 
“portfolio morphed into something that rather than protect the firm, 
created new and potentially larger risks.” Mr. Dimon has not 
acknowledged that what the SCP morphed into was a high risk 
proprietary trading operation. 

(2) Hiding Losses 

In its first four years of operation, the Synthetic Credit Portfolio 
produced positive revenues, but in 2012, it opened the year with 
sustained losses. In January, February, and March, the days reporting 
losses far exceeded the days reporting profits, and there wasn’t a single 
day when the SCP was in the black. To minimize its reported losses, the 
CIO began to deviate from the valuation practices it had used in the past 
to price credit derivatives. In early January, the CIO had typically 
established the daily value of a credit derivative by marking it at or near 
the midpoint price in the daily range of prices (bid-ask spread) offered in 
the marketplace. Using midpoint prices had enabled the CIO to comply 
with the requirement that it value its derivatives using prices that were 
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the “most representative of fair value.” But later in the first quarter of 
2012, instead of marking near the midpoint, the CIO began to assign 
more favorable prices within the daily price range (bid-ask spread) to its 
credit derivatives. The more favorable prices enabled the CIO to report 
smaller losses in the daily profit/loss (P&L) reports that the SCP filed 
internally within the bank. 

The data indicates that the CIO began using more favorable 
valuations in late January and accelerated that practice over the next two 
months. By March 15, 2012, two key participants, Julien Grout, a junior 
trader charged with marking the SCP’s positions on a daily basis, and his 
supervisor, Bruno Iksil, head trader in charge of the SCP, were explicit 
about what they were doing. As Mr. Grout told Mr. Iksil in a recorded 
telephone conversation: “I am not marking at mids as per a previous 
conversation.” The next day, Mr. Iksil expressed to Mr. Grout his 
concerns about the growing discrepancy between the marks they were 
reporting versus those called for by marking at the midpoint prices: “I 
can’t keep this going .... I think what he’s [their supervisor, Javier 
Martin- Artajo] expecting is a re-marking at the end of the month .... I 
don’t know where he wants to stop, but it’s getting idiotic.” 

For five days, from March 12 to 16, 2012, Mr. Grout prepared a 
spreadsheet tracking the differences between the daily SCP values he 
was reporting and the values that would have been reported using 
midpoint prices. According to the spreadsheet, by March 16, 2012, the 
Synthetic Credit Portfolio had reported year-to-date losses of $161 
million, but if midpoint prices had been used, those losses would have 
swelled by another $432 million to a total of $593 million. CIO head 
Ina Drew told the Subcommittee that it was not until July 2012, after she 
had left the bank, that she became aware of this spreadsheet and said she 
had never before seen that type of “shadow P&L document.” 

On March 23, Mr. Iksil estimated in an email that the SCP had lost 
about $600 million using midpoint prices and $300 million using the 
“best” prices, but the SCP ended up reporting within the bank a daily 
loss of only $12 million. On March 30, the last business day of the 
quarter, the CIO internally reported a sudden $319 million daily loss. 

But even with that outsized reported loss, a later analysis by the CIO’s 
Valuation Control Group (VCG) noted that, by March 31, 2012, the 
difference in the CIO’s P&L figures between using midpoint prices 
versus more favorable prices totaled $512 million. 

On April 10, 2012, the CIO initially reported an estimated daily 
loss of $6 million, but 90 minutes later, after a confrontation between 
two CIO traders, issued a new P&L report estimating a loss of $400 
million. That change took place on the first trading day after the whale 
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trades gained public attention; one CIO trader later said CIO personnel 
were “scared” at the time to hide such a large loss. As a result, the SCP 
internally reported year-to-date losses of about $1.2 billion, crossing the 
$1 billion mark for the first time. 

One result of the CIO’s using more favorable valuations was that 
two different business lines within JPMorgan Chase, the Chief 
Investment Office and the Investment Bank, assigned different values to 
identical credit derivative holdings. Beginning in March 2012, as CIO 
counterparties learned of the price differences, several objected to the 
CIO’s values, resulting in collateral disputes peaking at $690 million. In 
May, the bank’s Deputy Chief Risk Officer Ashley Bacon directed the 
CIO to mark its books in the same manner as the Investment Bank, 
which used an independent pricing service to identify the midpoints in 
the relevant price ranges. That change in valuation methodology 
resolved the collateral valuation disputes in favor of the CIO’s 
counterparties and, at the same time, put an end to the mismarking. 

On May 10, 2012, the bank’s Controller issued an internal 
memorandum summarizing a special assessment of the SCP’s valuations 
from January through April. Although the memorandum documented 
the CIO’s use of more favorable values through the course of the first 
quarter, and a senior bank official even privately confronted a CIO 
manager about using “aggressive” prices in March, the memorandum 
generally upheld the CIO valuations. The bank memorandum observed 
that the CIO had reported about $500 million less in losses than if it had 
used midpoint prices for its credit derivatives, and even disallowed and 
modified a few prices that had fallen outside of the permissible price 
range (bid-ask spread), yet found the CIO had acted “consistent with 
industry practices.” 

The sole purpose of the Controller’s special assessment was to 
ensure that the CIO had accurately reported the value of its derivative 
holdings, since those holdings helped determine the bank’s overall 
financial results. The Controller determined that the CIO properly 
reported a total of $719 million in losses, instead of the $1.2 billion that 
would have been reported if midpoint prices had been used. That the 
Controller essentially concluded the SCP’s losses could legitimately fall 
anywhere between $719 million and $1.2 billion exposes the subjective, 
imprecise, and malleable nature of the derivative valuation process. 

The bank told the Subcommittee that, despite the favorable pricing 
practices noted in the May memorandum, it did not view the CIO as 
having engaged in mismarking until June 2012, when its internal 
investigation began reviewing CIO recorded telephone calls and heard 
CIO personnel disparaging the marks they were reporting. On July 1 3, 
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2012, the bank restated its first quarter earnings, reporting additional 
SCP losses of $660 million. JPMorgan Chase told the Subcommittee 
that the decision to restate its financial results was a difficult one, since 
$660 million was not clearly a “material” amount for the bank, and the 
valuations used by the CIO did not clearly violate bank policy or 
generally accepted accounting principles. The bank told the 
Subcommittee that the key consideration leading to the restatement of 
the bank’s losses was its determination that the London CIO personnel 
had not acted in “good faith” when marking the SCP book, which meant 
the SCP valuations had to be revised. 

The ability of CIO personnel to hide hundreds of millions of 
dollars of additional losses over the span of three months, and yet 
survive internal valuation reviews, shows how imprecise, undisciplined, 
and open to manipulation the current process is for valuing credit 
derivatives. This weak valuation process is all the more troubling given 
the high risk nature of synthetic credit derivatives, the lack of any 
underlying tangible assets to stem losses, and the speed with which 
substantial losses can accumulate and threaten a bank’s profitability. 

The whale trades’ bad faith valuations exposed not only misconduct by 
the CIO and the bank’s violation of the derivative valuation process 
mandated in generally accepted accounting principles, but also a 
systemic weakness in the valuation process for all credit derivatives. 

(3) Disregarding Risk 

In contrast to JPMorgan Chase’s reputation for best-in-class risk 
management, the whale trades exposed a bank culture in which risk limit 
breaches were routinely disregarded, risk metrics were frequently 
criticized or downplayed, and risk evaluation models were targeted by 
bank personnel seeking to produce artificially lower capital 
requirements. 

The CIO used five key metrics and limits to gauge and control the 
risks associated with its trading activities, including the Value-at-Risk 
(VaR) limit. Credit Spread Widening 01 (CSOl) limit. Credit Spread 
Widening 10% (CSW10%) limit, stress loss limits, and stop loss 
advisories. During the first three months of 2012, as the CIO traders 
added billions of dollars in complex credit derivatives to the Synthetic 
Credit Portfolio, the SCP trades breached the limits on all five risk 
metrics. In fact, from January 1 through April 30, 2012, CIO risk limits 
and advisories were breached more than 330 times. 

In January 2012, the SCP breached the VaR limit for both the CIO 
and the bank as a whole. That four-day breach was reported to the 
bank’s most senior management, including CEO Jamie Dimon. In the 



165 


10 

same month, the SCP repeatedly breached the CSOl limit, exceeding the 
limit by 100% in January, by 270% in early February, and by more than 
1,000% in mid-April. In February 2012, a key risk metric known as the 
Comprehensive Risk Measure (CRM) warned that the SCP risked 
incurring a yearly loss of $6.3 billion, but that projection was dismissed 
at the time by CIO personnel as “garbage.” In March 2012, the SCP 
repeatedly breached the CSW10% limit, as well as stress loss limits 
signaling possible losses in adverse market conditions, and stop loss 
advisories that were supposed to set a ceiling on how much money a 
portfolio was allowed to lose over a specified period of time. 
Concentration limits that could have prevented the SCP from acquiring 
outsized positions were absent at the CIO despite being commonplace 
for the same instruments at JPMorgan Chase’s Investment Bank. 

The SCP’s many breaches were routinely reported to JPMorgan 
Chase and CIO management, risk personnel, and traders. The breaches 
did not, however, spark an in-depth review of the SCP or require 
immediate remedial actions to lower risk. Instead, the breaches were 
largely ignored or ended by raising the relevant risk limit. 

In addition, CIO traders, risk personnel, and quantitative analysts 
frequently attacked the accuracy of the risk metrics, downplaying the 
riskiness of credit derivatives and proposing risk measurement and 
model changes to lower risk results for the Synthetic Credit Portfolio. In 
the case of the CIO VaR, after analysts concluded the existing model 
was too conservative and overstated risk, an alternative CIO model was 
hurriedly adopted in late January 2012, while the CIO was in breach of 
its own and the bankwide VaR limit. The bank did not obtain OCC 
approval as it should have to use the model for the SCP. The CIO’s new 
model immediately lowered the SCP’s VaR by 50%, enabling the CIO 
not only to end its breach, but to engage in substantially more risky 
derivatives trading. Months later, the bank determined that the model 
was improperly implemented, requiring error-prone manual data entry 
and incorporating formula and calculation errors. On May 1 0, the bank 
backtracked, revoking the new VaR model due to its inaccuracy in 
portraying risk, and reinstating the prior model. 

In the case of the bank’s CRM risk metric and model, CIO 
quantitative analysts, traders, and risk managers attacked it for 
overstating risk compared to their own far more optimistic analysis. The 
CIO’s lead quantitative analyst also pressed the bank’s quantitative 
analysts to help the CIO set up a system to categorize the SCP’s trades 
for risk measurement purposes in a way designed to produce the 
“optimal” - meaning lowest - Risk Weighted Asset total. The CIO 
analyst who pressed for that system was cautioned against writing about 
it in emails, but received sustained analytical support from the bank in 
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his attempt to construct the system and artificially lower the SCP’s risk 
profile. 

The head of the CIO’s London office, Achilles Macris, once 
compared managing the Synthetic Credit Portfolio, with its massive, 
complex, moving parts, to flying an airplane. The OCC Examiner-in- 
Charge at JPMorgan Chase told the Subcommittee that if the Synthetic 
Credit Portfolio were an airplane, then the risk metrics were the flight 
instruments. In the first quarter of 2012, those flight instruments began 
flashing red and sounding alarms, but rather than change course, 
JPMorgan Chase personnel disregarded, discounted, or questioned the 
accuracy of the instruments instead. The bank’s actions not only 
exposed the many risk management deficiencies at JPMorgan Chase, but 
also raise systemic concerns about how many other financial institutions 
may be disregarding risk indicators and manipulating models to 
artificially lower risk results and capital requirements. 

(4) Avoiding and Conducting OCC Oversight 

Prior to media reports of the whale trades in April 2012, JPMorgan 
Chase provided minimal information about the CIO’s Synthetic Credit 
Portfolio to its primary regulator, the Office of the Comptroller of the 
Currency (OCC), despite the SCP’s supposedly important role in 
offsetting the bank’s credit risks, its rapid growth in 201 1 and 2012, and 
its increasingly risky credit derivatives. While the OCC, in hindsight, 
has identified occasional references to a “core credit portfolio’’ in bank 
materials, and the bank has produced copies of some emails sent to the 
OCC with routine risk information and occasional similar references, the 
OCC told the Subcommittee that the earliest explicit mention of the SCP 
did not appear until January 27, 2012, in a routine VaR report. 

Because the OCC was unaware of the risks associated with the 
SCP, it conducted no reviews of the portfolio prior to 2012. Both the 
OCC and JPMorgan Chase bear fault for the OCC’s lack of knowledge - 
at different points, the bank was not forthcoming and even provided 
incorrect information, and at other points the OCC failed to notice and 
follow up on red flags signaling increasing CIO risk in the reports it did 
receive from the bank. During 2011, for example, the notional size of 
the SCP grew tenfold from about $4 billion to $5 1 billion, but the bank 
never informed the OCC of the increase. At the same time, the bank did 
file risk reports with the OCC disclosing that the CIO repeatedly 
breached its stress limits in the first half of 201 1, triggering them eight 
times, on occasion for weeks at a stretch, but the OCC failed to follow 
up with the bank. Later in 201 1, the CIO engaged in a $1 billion high 
risk, high stakes credit derivatives bet that triggered a payout of roughly 
$400 million to the CIO. The OCC learned of the $400 million gain, but 
did not inquire into the reason for it or the trading activity behind it, and 
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so did not leam of the extent of credit derivatives trading going on at the 
CIO. 


In January 2012, in its first quarterly meeting with the OCC, the 
CIO downplayed the portfolio’s importance by misinforming the OCC 
that it planned to reduce the SCP. Instead, over the course of the 
quarter, the CIO tripled the notional size of the SCP from $5 1 billion to 
$157 billion, buying a high risk mix of short and long credit derivatives 
with varying reference entities and maturities. The increase in the SCP’s 
size and risk triggered a breach of the CIO’s and bankwide VaR limits, 
which the bank disclosed to the OCC in routine risk reports at the time, 
but which did not trigger an agency inquiry. Also in January, the bank 
sent routine risk management notices which informed the OCC of the 
bank’s implementation of a new VaR model for the CIO that would 
dramatically lower the SCP’s risk profile, but the OCC did not inquire 
into the reasons for the model change, its impact on risk, or how the CIO 
was able to reduce its risk results overnight by 50%. 

In February and March, the bank began to omit key CIO 
performance data from its standard reports to the OCC, while 
simultaneously failing to provide timely copies of a new CIO 
management report. The OCC failed to notice the missing reports or 
request the new CIO management report until after the April 6 press 
articles exposed the CIO’s risky trades. By minimizing the CIO data it 
provided to the OCC about the CIO and SCP, the bank left the OCC 
misinformed about the SCP’s risky holdings and growing losses. 

Beginning in January and continuing through April 2012, the 
SCP’s high risk acquisitions triggered multiple breaches of CIO risk 
limits, including its VaR, credit spread, stress loss, and stop loss limits. 
Those breaches were disclosed on an ongoing, timely basis in standard 
risk reports provided by the bank to the OCC, yet produced no reaction 
at the time from the agency. The Subcommittee found no evidence that 
the OCC reviewed the risk reports when received, analyzed the breach 
data, or asked any questions about the trading activity causing the 
breaches to occur. 

On April 6, 2012, when media reports unmasked the role of 
JPMorgan Chase in the whale trades, the OCC told the Subcommittee 
that it was surprised to read about the trades and immediately directed 
Inquiries to the bank for more information. The OCC indicated that it 
initially received such limited data about the trades and such blanket 
reassurances from the bank about them that, by the end of April, the 
OCC considered the matter closed. 
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It was not until May 2012, a few days before the bank was forced 
to disclose $2 billion in SCP losses in its public SEC filings, that the 
OCC learned of the problems besetting the portfolio. On May 12, OCC 
staff told staff for a Senate Banking Committee member that the whale 
trades would have been allowed under the draft Volcker Rule, an 
assessment that, a few days later, the OCC disavowed as “premature.” 

At the Instruction of the OCC’s new Comptroller, Thomas Curry, the 
OCC initiated an intensive Inquiry into the CIO’s credit derivatives 
trading activity. Even then, the OCC told the Subcommittee that 
obtaining information from JPMorgan Chase was difficult, as the bank 
resisted and delayed responding to OCC information requests and 
sometimes even provided incorrect information. For example, when the 
OCC inquired into whether the CIO had mismarked the SCP book, the 
bank’s Chief Risk Officer initially denied it, and the bank delayed 
informing the OCC of later evidence indicating that CIO personnel had 
deliberately understated the SCP losses. 

On January 14, 2013, the OCC issued a Cease and Desist order 
against the bank, on top of six Supervisory Letters it issued in 2012, 
detailing 20 “Matters Requiring Attention” that required corrective 
action by the bank. In addition, the OCC conducted a review of its own 
missteps and regulatory “lessons learned,” described in an internal report 
completed in October 2012. Among multiple failures, the OCC internal 
report concluded that the OCC had failed to monitor and investigate 
multiple risk limit breaches by the CIO and improperly allowed 
JPMorgan Chase to submit aggregated portfolio performance data that 
obscured the CIO’s involvement with derivatives trading. 

The JPMorgan Chase whale trades demonstrate how much more 
difficult effective regulatory oversight is when a bank fails to provide 
routine, transparent performance data about the operation of a large 
derivatives portfolio, its related trades, and its daily booked values. 

They also demonstrate the OCC’s failure to establish an effective 
regulatory relationship with JPMorgan Chase founded on the bank’s 
prompt cooperation with OCC oversight efforts. JPMorgan Chase’s 
ability to dodge effective OCC oversight of the multi-billion-dollar 
Synthetic Credit Portfolio until massive trades, mounting losses, and 
media reports exposed its activities, demonstrates that bank regulators 
need to conduct more aggressive oversight with their existing tools and 
develop more effective tools to detect and stop unsafe and unsound 
derivatives trading. 

(5) Misinforming Investors, Regulators, and the Public 

To ensure fair, open and effieient markets for investors, federal 
securities laws impose specific disclosure obligations on market 
participants. Public statements and SEC filings made by JPMorgan 
Chase in April and May 2012 raise questions about the timeliness. 
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completeness, and accuracy of information presented about the CIO 
whale trades. 

The CIO whale trades were not disclosed to the public in any way 
until April 2012, despite more than $1 billion in losses and widespread 
problems affecting the CIO and the bank, as described in this Report. 

On April 6, 2012, media reports focused public attention on the whale 
trades for the first time; on April 10, which was the next trading day, the 
SCP reported internally a $415 million loss. The bank’s 
communications officer and chief investor liaison circulated talking 
points and, that same day, April 10, met with reporters and analysts to 
deliver reassuring messages about the SCP. Their primary objectives 
were to communicate, among other matters, that the CIO’s activities 
were “for hedging purposes” and that the regulators were “fully aware” 
of its activities, neither of which was true. The following day, April 1 1, 
one of the traders told Ms. Drew, “The bank’s communications 
yesterday are starting to work,” suggesting they were quieting the 
markets and resulting in reduced portfolio losses. 

At the end of the week, on April 13, 2012, JPMorgan Chase filed 
an 8-K report with the SEC with information about the bank’s first 
quarter financial results and hosted an earnings call. On that call, 
JPMorgan Chase Chief Financial Officer Douglas Braunstein reassured 
investors, analysts, and the public that the SCP’s trading activities were 
made on a long-term basis, were transparent to regulators, had been 
approved by the bank’s risk managers, and served a hedging function 
that lowered risk and would ultimately be permitted under the Volcker 
Rule whose regulations were still being developed. CEO Jamie Dimon 
dismissed the media reports about the SCP as a “complete tempest in a 
teapot.” 

A month later, in connection with its May 10, 2012 10-Q filing 
finalizing its first quarter financial results, the bank armounced that the 
SCP had lost $2 billion, would likely lose more, and was much riskier 
than earlier portrayed. The 10-Q filing stated: “Since March 31, 2012, 
CIO has had significant mark-to-market losses in its synthetic credit 
portfolio, and this portfolio has proven to be riskier, more volatile and 
less effective as an economic hedge than the Firm previously believed.” 
Though the markets had not reacted against JPMorgan Chase’s stock 
after the reassuring April 13 8-K filing and earnings call, the bank’s 
stock did drop after the May 10 10-Q filing and call, as well as its 
announcement on May 15, that Ina Drew was departing the bank, 
declining from $40. 74/share on May 10 to $33. 93/share one week later 
on May 17, representing a drop of 17%. The stock continued to decline 
to $31 /share on June 4, representing an overall decline of 24%. 

Given the Information that bank executives possessed in advance 
of the bank’s public communications on April 10, April 13, and May 10, 
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the written and verbal representations made by the bank were 
incomplete, contained numerous inaccuracies, and misinformed 
investors, regulators, and the public about the CIO’s Synthetic Credit 
Portfolio. 

More than a Tempest in a Teapot. In the April 13 earnings call, 
in response to a question, Mr. Dimon dismissed media reports about the 
SCP as a “complete tempest in a teapot.” While he later apologized for 
that comment, his judgment likely was of importance to investors in the 
immediate aftermath of those media reports. The evidence also indicates 
that, when he made that statement, Mr. Dimon was already in possession 
of information about the SCP’s complex and sizeable portfolio, its 
sustained losses for three straight months, the exponential increase in 
those losses during March, and the difficulty of exiting the SCP’s 
positions. 

Mischaracterizing Involvement of Firmwide Risk Managers. 

Mr. Braunstein stated on the April 13 earnings call that “all of those 
positions are put on pursuant to the risk management at the firm-wide 
level.” The evidence indicates, however, that in 2012, JPMorgan 
Chase’s firmwide risk managers knew little about the SCP and had no 
role in putting on its positions. JPMorgan Chase’s Chief Risk Officer 
John Hogan told the Subcommittee, for example, that, prior to the April 
press reports, he had been unaware of the size and nature of the SCP, 
much less its mounting losses. Virtually no evidence indicates that he, 
his predecessor, or any other firmwide risk manager played any role in 
designing or approving the SCP positions acquired in 2012, until well 
after the April 13 earnings call when the bank’s risk managers 
effectively took over management of the SCP. In addition, Mr. 
Braunstein’ s statement omitted any mention of the across-the-board risk 
limit breaches triggered by the SCP during the first quarter of 2012, even 
though those breaches would likely have been of interest to investors. 

Mischaracterizing SCP as “Fully Transparent to the 
Regulators.” In the bank’s April 13 earnings call, Mr. Braunstein said 
that the SCP positions were “fully transparent to the regulators,” who 
“get information on those positions on a regular and recurring basis as 
part of our normalized reporting.” In fact, the SCP positions had never 
been disclosed to the OCC in any regular bank report. The bank had 
described the SCP’s positions to the OCC for the first time, in a general 
way, only a few days earlier and failed to provide more detailed 
information for more than a month. Mr. Braunstein’ s statement also 
omitted the fact that JPMorgan Chase had dodged OCC oversight of the 
SCP for years by failing to alert the agency to the establishment of the 
portfolio, and failing to provide any portfolio-specific information in 
CIO reports. During the April 13 call, the bank led investors to believe 
that the SCP operated under close OCC supervision and oversight, when 
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the truth was that the bank had provided barely any SCP data for the 
OCC to review. 

Mischaracterizing SCP Decisions as “Made on a Very Long- 
Term Basis.” On the bank’s April 13 earnings call, Mr. Braunstein also 
stated that with regard to “managing” the stress loss positions of the 
Synthetic Credit Portfolio, “[a]ll of the decisions are made on a very 
long-term basis.” In fact, the CIO credit traders engaged in daily 
derivatives trading, and the bank conceded the SCP was “actively 
traded.” An internal CIO presentation in March 2012, provided to the 
bank’s executive committee a month before the earnings call, indicated 
that the SCP operated on a “short” time horizon. In addition, many of 
the positions producing SCP losses had been acquired just weeks or 
months earlier. Mr. Braunstein’s characterization of the SCP as making 
long-term investment decisions was contrary to both the short-term 
posture of the SCP, as well as how it actually operated in 201 1 and 
2012. His description was inaccurate at best and deceptive at worst. 

Mischaracterizing SCP Whale Trades As Providing “Stress 
Loss Protection.” During the April 13 call, Mr. Braunstein indicated 
that the SCP was intended to provide “stress loss protection” to the bank 
in the event of a credit crisis, essentially presenting the SCP as a 
portfolio designed to lower rather than increase bank risk. But in early 
April, days before the earnings call, Ms. Drew told the bank’s executive 
committee that, overall, the SCP was “long” credit, a posture that 
multiple senior executives told the Subcommittee was inconsistent with 
providing protection against a credit crisis. Moreover, a detailed 
analysis reviewed by senior management two days before the April 13 
earnings call showed that in multiple scenarios involving a deterioration 
of credit, the SCP would lose money. While the bank may have sought 
to reassure investors that the SCP lowered the bank’s credit risk, in fact, 
as then configured, the SCP would have amplified rather than reduced 
the bank’s losses in the event of a credit crisis. The bank’s description 
of the SCP was simply erroneous. 

Asserting SCP Trades Were Consistent With the Volcker Rule. 

The final point made in the April 13 earnings call by Mr. Braunstein 
was: “[W]e believe all of this is consistent with what we believe the 
ultimate outcome will be related to Volcker.” The Volcker Rule is 
intended to reduce bank risk by prohibiting high risk proprietary trading 
activities by federally insured banks, their affiliates, and subsidiaries. 
However, the Volcker Rule also allows certain trading activities to 
continue, including “risk-mitigating hedging activities.” Mr. 
Braunstein’s statement gave the misimpression that the SCP was 
“hedging” risk. When the Subcommittee asked the bank for any legal 
analyses regarding the Volcker Rule and the SCP, the bank responded 
that none existed. On the day prior to the earnings call, Ina Drew wrote 
to Mr. Braunstein that “the language in Volcker is unclear,” a statement 
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that presumably refers to the fact that the implementing regulation was 
then and still is under development. In addition, the bank had earlier 
written to regulators expressing concern that the SCP’s derivatives 
trading would be “prohibited” by the Volcker Rule. The bank omitted 
any mention of that analysis to investors, when essentially asserting that 
the CIO would be permitted under the law to continue operating the SCP 
as before. 

Omitting VaR Model Change. Near the end of January, the bank 
approved use of a new CIO Value-at-Risk (VaR) model that cut in half 
the SCP’s purported risk profile, but failed to disclose that VaR model 
change in its April 8-K filing, and omitted the reason for returning to the 
old model in its May 1 0-Q filing. JPMorgan Chase was aware of the 
importance of VaR risk analysis to investors, beeause when the media 
first raised questions about the whale trades, the bank explieitly referred 
analysts to the CIO’s VaR totals in its 201 1 annual 10-K filing, filed on 
February 29, 2012. Yet, days later, on April 13, the bank’s 8-K filing 
contained a misleading chart that listed the CIO’s first quarter VaR total 
as $67 million, only $3 million more than the prior quarter, without also 
disclosing that the new figure was the produet of a new VaR model that 
calculated a much lower VaR profile for the CIO than the prior model. 
An analyst or investor relying on the disclosed VaRs for the end of 201 1 
and the first quarter of 20 12 would likely have believed that the 
positions underlying those VaRs were similar, since the VaR totals were 
very similar. The change in the VaR methodology effectively masked 
the significant changes in the portfolio. 

When asked in a May 1 0 call with investors and analysts why the 
VaR model was changed, Mr. Dimon said the bank made “constant 
changes and updates to models, always trying to get them better,” but 
did not disclose that the bank had reinstated the old CIO VaR model 
because the “update[d]” CIO VaR had understated risk by a factor of 
two, was error prone, and suffered from operational problems. The May 
10-Q filing included a chart showing a revised CIO VaR for the first 
quarter of $129 million, which was twice the VaR amount initially 
reported for the first quarter, and also twice the average amounts in 201 1 
and 2010. The only explanation the May 10-Q filing provided was that 
the revised VaR “was calculated using a methodology consistent with 
the methodology used to calculate CIO’s VaR in 2011.” 

Together, these misstatements and omissions about the 
involvement of the bank’s risk managers in putting on SCP positions, 
the SCP’s transparency to regulators, the long-term nature of its 
decisionmaking, its VaR totals, its role as a risk-mitigating hedge, and 
its supposed consistency with the Volcker Rule, misinformed investors, 
regulators, and the public about the nature, activities, and riskiness of the 
CIO’s credit derivatives during the first quarter of 2012. 
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C. Whale Trade Case History 

By digging into the details of the whale trades, the Subcommittee 
investigation has uncovered systemic problems in how synthetic 
derivatives are traded, recorded, and managed for risk, as well as 
evidence that the whale trades were not the acts of rogue traders, but 
involved some of the bank’s most senior managers. 

Previously undisclosed emails and memoranda showed that the 
CIO traders kept their superiors informed of their trading strategies. 
Detailing the Synthetic Credit Portfolio showed how credit derivatives, 
when purchased in massive quantities, with multiple maturities and 
reference entities, produced a high risk portfolio that even experts 
couldn’t manage. Internal bank documents revealed that the SCP was 
not managed as a hedge and, by March 2012, was not providing credit 
loss protection to the bank. Systemic weaknesses in how some hedges 
are documented and managed also came to light. In addition, the 
investigation exposed systemic problems in the derivative valuation 
process, showing how easily the SCP books were manipulated to hide 
massive losses. Recorded telephone calls, instant messages, and the 
Grout spreadsheet disclosed how the traders booking the derivative 
values felt pressured and were upset about mismarking the book to 
minimize losses. Yet an internal assessment conducted by the bank 
upheld the obviously mismarked prices, declaring them to be “consistent 
with industry practices.” 

While the bank claimed that the whale trade losses were due, in 
part, to a failure to have the right risk limits in place, the Subcommittee 
investigation showed that the five risk limits already in effect were all 
breached for sustained periods of time during the first quarter of 2012. 
Bank managers knew about the breaches, but allowed them to continue, 
lifted the limits, or altered the risk measures after being told that the risk 
results were “too conservative,” not “sensible,” or “garbage.” 

Previously undisclosed evidence also showed that CIO personnel 
deliberately tried to lower the CIO’s risk results and, as a result, lower 
its capital requirements, not by reducing its risky assets, but by 
manipulating the mathematical models used to calculate its VaR, CRM, 
and RWA results. Equally disturbing is evidence that the OCC was 
regularly informed of the risk limit breaches and was notified in advance 
of the CIO VaR model change projected to drop the CIO’s VaR results 
by 44%, yet raised no concerns at the time. 

Still another set of previously undisclosed facts showed how 
JPMorgan Chase outmaneuvered its regulator, keeping the high risk 
Synthetic Credit Portfolio off the OCC’s radar despite its massive size 
and three months of escalating losses, until media reports pulled back 
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the curtain on the whale trades. In a quarterly meeting in late January 
2012, the bank told the OCC that it planned to reduce the size of the 
SCP, but then increased the portfolio and its attendant risks. Routine 
bank reports that might have drawn attention to the SCP were delayed, 
detailed data was omitted, blanket assurances were offered when they 
should not have been, and requested information was late or not 
provided at all. Dodging OCC oversight went to the head of the CIO, 

Ina Drew, a member of the bank’s Operating Committee, who criticized 
the OCC for being overly intrusive. 

Senior bank management was also involved in the inaccurate 
information conveyed to Investors and the public after the whale trades 
came under the media spotlight. Previously undisclosed documents 
showed that senior managers were told the SCP was massive, losing 
money, and had stopped providing credit loss protection to the bank, yet 
downplayed those problems and kept describing the portfolio as a risk- 
reducing hedge, until forced by billions of dollars in losses to admit 
disaster. 

The whale trades case history offers another example of a financial 
institution engaged in high risk trading activity with federally insured 
deposits attempting to divert attention from the risks and abuses 
associated with synthetic derivatives. The evidence uncovered by the 
Subcommittee investigation demonstrates that derivatives continue to 
present the U.S. financial system with multiple, systemic problems that 
require resolution. 

D. Findings of Fact 

Based upon the Subcommittee’s investigation, the Report makes 
the following findings of fact. 

(1) Increased Risk Without Notice to Regulators. In the first 
quarter of 2012, without alerting its regulators, JPMorgan 
Chase’s Chief Investment Office used bank deposits, including 
some that were federally insured, to construct a $157 billion 
portfolio of synthetic credit derivatives, engaged in high risk, 
complex, short term trading strategies, and disclosed the extent 
and high risk nature of the portfolio to its regulators only after 
it attracted media attention. 

(2) Mischaracterized High Risk Trading as Hedging. 

JPMorgan Chase claimed at times that its Synthetic Credit 
Portfolio functioned as a hedge against bank credit risks, but 
failed to identily the assets or portfolios being hedged, test the 
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size and effectiveness of the alleged hedging activity, or show 
how the SCP lowered rather than increased bank risk. 

(3) Hid Massive Losses. JPMorgan Chase, through its Chief 
Investment Office, hid over $660 million in losses in the 
Synthetic Credit Portfolio for several months in 2012, by 
allowing the CIO to overstate the value of its credit 
derivatives; ignoring red flags that the values were inaccurate, 
including conflicting Investment Bank values and counterparty 
collateral disputes; and supporting reviews which exposed the 
SCP’s questionable pricing practices but upheld the suspect 
values. 

(4) Disregarded Risk. In the first three months of 2012, when the 
CIO breached all five of the major risk limits on the Synthetic 
Credit Portfoiio, rather than divest itself of risky positions, 
JPMorgan Chase disregarded the warning signals and 
downplayed the SCP’s risk by allowing the CIO to raise the 
limits, change its risk evaluation models, and continue trading 
despite the red flags. 

(5) Dodged OCC Oversight. JPMorgan Chase dodged OCC 
oversight of its Synthetic Credit Portfolio by not alerting the 
OCC to the nature and extent of the portfolio; failing to inform 
the OCC when the SCP grew tenfold in 201 1 and tripled in 
2012; omitting SCP specific data from routine reports sent to 
the OCC; omitting mention of the SCP’s growing size, 
complexity, risk profile, and losses; responding to OCC 
information requests with blanket assurances and unhelpful 
aggregate portfolio data; and initially denying portfolio 
valuation problems. 

(6) Failed Regulatory Oversight. The OCC failed to investigate 
CIO trading activity that triggered multiple, sustained risk 
limit breaches; tolerated bank reports that omitted portfolio- 
specific performance data from the CIO; failed to notice when 
some monthly CIO reports stopped arriving; failed to question 
a new VaR model that dramatically lowered the SCP’s risk 
profile; and initially accepted blanket assurances by the bank 
that concerns about the SCP were unfounded. 

(7) Mischaracterized the Portfolio. After the whale trades 
became public, JPMorgan Chase misinformed investors, 
regulators, policymakers and the public about its Synthetic 
Credit Portfolio by downplaying the portfolio’s size, risk 
profile, and losses; describing it as the product of long-term 
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investment decisionmaking to reduce risk and produce stress 
loss protection, and claiming it was vetted by the bank’s risk 
managers and was transparent to regulators, none of which 
was true. 

E. Recommendations 

Based upon the Subcommittee’s investigation and findings of fact, 
the Report makes the following recommendations. 

(1) Require Derivatives Performance Data. Federal regulators 
should require banks to identify all internal investment 
portfolios containing derivatives over a specified notional size, 
and require periodic reports with detailed performance data for 
those portfolios. Regulators should also conduct an annual 
review to detect undisclosed derivatives trading with notional 
values, net exposures, or profit-loss reports over specified 
amounts. 

(2) Require Contemporaneous Hedge Documentation. Federal 
regulators should require banks to establish hedging policies 
and procedures that mandate detailed documentation when 
establishing a hedge, including identifying the assets being 
hedged, how the hedge lowers the risk associated with those 
assets, how and when the hedge will be tested for 
effectiveness, and how the hedge will be unwound and by 
whom. Regulators should also require banks to provide 
periodic testing results on the effectiveness of any hedge over 
a specified size, and periodic profit and loss reports so that 
hedging activities producing continuing profits over a 
specified level can be investigated. 

(3) Strengthen Credit Derivative Valuations. Federal regulators 
should strengthen credit derivative valuation procedures, 
including by encouraging banks to use independent pricing 
services or, in the alternative, prices reflecting actual, executed 
trades; requiring disclosure to the regulator of counterparty 
valuation disputes over a specified level; and requiring 
deviations from midpoint prices over the course of a month to 
be quantified, explained, and, if appropriate, investigated. 

(4) Investigate Risk Limit Breaches. Federal regulators should 
track and investigate trading activities that cause large or 
sustained breaches of VaR, CSOl, CSW10%, stop loss limits, 
or other specified risk or stress limits or risk metrics. 
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(5) Investigate Models That Substantially Lower Risk. To 

prevent model manipulation, Federal regulators should require 
diselosure of, and investigate, any risk or eapital evaluation 
model whieh, when activated, materially lowers the purported 
risk or regulatory capital requirements for a trading activity or 
portfolio. 

(6) Implement Merkley-Levin Provisions. Federal financial 
regulators should immediately issue a final rule implementing 
the Merkley-Levin provisions of the Dodd-Frank Wall Street 
Reform and Consumer Protection Act, also known as the 
Volcker Rule, to stop high risk proprietary trading activities 
and the huild-up of high risk assets at federally insured hanks 
and their affiliates. 

(7) Enhance Derivative Capital Charges. Federal financial 
regulators should impose additional capital charges for 
derivatives trading characterized as “permitted activities” 
under the Merkley-Levin provisions, as authorized by Section 
13(d)(3) of the Bank Holding Company Act.^ In addition, 
when implementing the Basel III Accords, Federal financial 
regulators should prioritize enhancing capital charges for 
trading book assets. 


‘ Section 13(d)(3), which was added by Section 619 of the Dodd Frank Act, states: “CAPITAL 
AND QUANTITATIVE LIMITATIONS.— The appropriate Federal banking agencies, the 
Securities and Exchange Commission, and the Commodity Futures Trading Commission shall, 
as provided in subsection (b)(2), adopt rules imposing additional capital requirements and 
quantitative limitations, including diversification requirements, regarding the activities permitted 
under this section if the appropriate Federal banking agencies, the Securities and Exchange 
Commission, and the Commodity Futures Trading Commission determine that additional capital 
and quantitative limitations are appropriate to protect the safety and soundness of banking 
entities engaged in such activities.” 
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II. BACKGROUND 

This section provides background information on JPMorgan 
Chase, its Chief Investment Office, the Office of the Comptroller of the 
Currency, capital requirements for banks, and credit derivatives. 

A. JPMorgan Chase & Company 

JPMorgan Chase & Co. (JPMorgan Chase) is a leading global 
financial services firm incorporated under Delaware law and 
headquartered in New York City.^ On the New York Stock Exchange 
(NYSE), it is listed under the ticker symbol “JPM” and is a component 
of the Dow Jones Industrial Average.* In addition to being the largest 
financial holding company in the United States, the firm conducts 
operations in more than 60 countries, employs more than 240,000 
people, maintains 5,500 bank branches, and as of December 31, 2012, 
has more than $2 trillion in assets.’ 

The JPMorgan Chase & Co. of today began as JPMorgan, a 
commercial bank, in the 19* century.” Subsequently, it grew into a 
complex, diversified firm through a series of acquisitions and mergers 
that have included Chase Manhattan, a commercial bank; Bear Steams, 
an Investment bank; and the banking operations of Washington Mutual, 
a thrift institution. ‘ ‘ In January 2013, JPMorgan Chase & Co. reported a 
2012 record net income of $21.3 billion, on revenue of $99.9 billion.'^ 

JPMorgan Chase & Co. engages in a wide variety of financial 
services, including banking, mortgage lending, securities, credit card 

’ 1/9/2013 Form 8-K, JPMorgan Chase & Co., at 1, (hereinafter “1/9/2013 JPMorgan Form 8- 
K”), http://xml,10kwizard.com/fiiing_raw.php?repo=tenk&ipage=8650849; see also “Financial 
Highlights,” JPMorgan Chase & Co., 

http://files. shareholder. coni/do'wnload5/ONE/2 1 56230184x0x556 1 4 1 /09bf5025-eea2-4 1 Sd-aOaf- 
96820dd964f6/.TPMC__2011_annual_reportfinhighlights.pdf, 

® “JPMorgan Chase & Co.,” New York Stock Exchange, 
http://www,nyse.coni/about/listed/jpm.html. 

^ JPMorgan is the largest bank holding company by asset size. See “Top 50 Holding Companies 
(HCs) as of 9/30/2012,” Federal Reserve System, National Information Center, 
http://www.ffiee.gov/nicpubweb/nicweb/Top50Form.aspx; 2/28/2013 Form 10-K (Annual 
Report), JPMorgan Chase & Co., at 1, 

http://files.shareholder.coni/downloads/ONE/2275559219x0xS19617-13-221/19617/filing.pdf; 
see “About Us,” JPMorgan Chase & Co., http://www.jpmorganchase.com/corporate/About- 
JPMC/about-us.htm; see also “Financial Highlights,” JPMorgan Chase & Co., 
http://fiIes.shareholder.com/downloads/ONE/21 562301 84x0x556 1 4 1 /09bf5025-eea2-4 1 3d-a0af- 
96820dd964f6/JPMC_2011annualreport_finhighlights.pdf. 

See “The History of JPMorgan Chase & Co.,” JPMorgan Chase & Co., 
http;//www.jpmorganchase.com/corporate/About-JPMC/document/shorthistory.pdf. 

' ‘ See “History of Our Firm,” JPMorgan Chase & Co., 
http://www.jpmorganchase.com/corporate/About-JPMC/jpmorgan-history.htm. 

1/16/2013 JPMorgan Chase & Co. pressrelease, “JPMorgan Chase Reports Fourth-Quarter 
2012 Net Income of $5.7 Billion, or $1.39 Per Share, on Revenue of $24.4 Billion,” at 1, 
http://files.shareholder.eom/downloads/ONE/2275559219x0x628669/0de76d99-815a-4a63- 
bi4d-c9f41ed930a3/JPM_News_2013 l_16_Current.pdf. 
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issuance, commodities trading, and asset management.’^ It also serves 
as a primary dealer in U.S. Government securities. The firm’s 
principal bank subsidiaries are JPMorgan Chase Bank, N.A., a national 
bank with U.S. branches in 23 states, and Chase Bank USA, N.A., a 
national bank specializing in credit eards.'^ The firm’s principal non- 
bank subsidiary is JPMorgan Securities LLC.’^ The bank and non-bank 
subsidiaries of the firm operate nationally as well as through overseas 
branches and subsidiaries, representative offices, and subsidiary foreign 
banks.” 

The holding company’s activities are organized into six major lines 
of business or business segments: (1) Retail Financial Services, (2) Card 
Services and Automobile Loans, (3) Commercial Banking, (4) 
Investment Banking, (5) Treasury and Securities Services, and (6) Asset 
Management.’* In addition, JPMorgan Chase & Co. maintains an 
internal group called “Corporate/Private Equity,” which houses its 
internal treasury function, a private equity group, and the Chief 
Investment Office (CIO).'” JPMorgan Chase has highlighted its focus 
on risk management and often refers to its “fortress balance sheet.”^° 

JPMorgan Chase is also the largest derivatives dealer in the United 
States, active in derivatives markets involving commodities, credit 
instruments, equities, foreign currencies, and interest rates. Four U.S. 
banks dominate the U.S. derivatives markets, of which the credit 
derivatives market is the third largest, representing about 6% of all 
derivatives activities.^^ JPMorgan Chase is the largest U.S. derivatives 
dealer in the credit markets.^^ 


5/10/2012 JPMorgan Form 10-Q, at 4-5. 

“Primary Dealer List,” Federal Reserve Bank of New York, 
http://www.newyorkfed.org/markets/pridealers__cuiTent.hlmI. 

5/10/2012 JPMorgan Form 10-Q, at 4. 

'‘'Id. 

‘^Id. 

'Md.,at4-5. 

Id., at 4; JPMorgan Chase & Co. 201 1 annua! report at 107 (hereinafter “201 1 JPMorgan 
annual report”), http://files.shareholder.com/downloads/ONE/2265496 1 34x0x556 1 39/75b4bd59- 
02e7-4495"a84c-06e0bl9d6990/JPMC__20U_annuaI__report_comp!ete.pdf. 

See, e.g., testimony of Jamie Dimon, Chairman & CEO, JPMorgan Chase & Co., before the 
U.S. Senate Committee on Banking, Housing and Urban Affairs, S. Hrg. 112-715 (June 13, 
2012), at 2, http://fUes.shareholder.eom/downloads/ONE/2156234165x0x577097/c0734566- 
d05f-4b7a-9fa4-ecl2a29fb2da/JPM News_2012__6_I3_Current.pdf; see also 1/13/2012 “201 1 
Business Results,” JPMorgan Chase & Co. press release, at 2, 

http://fUes.sharehoIder.eom/downloads/ONE/2156234165x0x533390/4026bl7b-89d6-4ada- 

be00-9548c93fD25/4QIlJPM„EPR_FINAL.pdf. 

See “OCC’s Quarterly Report on Bank Trading and Derivatives Activity Second Quarter 
2012,” Office of Comptroller of Currency, at Tables 1-5 and Graph 3, 
http://www2.occ.gov/topics/capital-markets/financial-markets/trading/derivatives/dq212.pdf 
Id., at 9, Graphs 3 and 4. 

Id., at Tables 11 and 12. 
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James (Jamie) Dimon is Chairman of the Board of Directors and 
Chief Executive Officer (CEO) of JPMorgan Chase & Co.^”* In his 
capacity as CEO of the holding company, Mr. Dimon certifies the 
accuracy of required regulatoiy filings with the Securities and Exchange 
Commission (SEC), such as the Company’s Forms 10-K and 10-Q.^^ 

Douglas Braunstein served as JPMorgan Chase & Co.’s Chief 
Financial Officer (CFO) from July 2010 to December 2012. He was 
also a member of the firm’s Executive and Operating Committees.^^ In 
November 2012, JPMorgan Chase announced that Mr. Braunstein would 
step down from that post at the end of the year, and he has since become 
a Vice Chairman of the holding company.^^ In his capacity as CFO, Mr. 
Braunstein was charged with overseeing and certifying the accuracy of 
the firm’s financial reporting, and ensuring adequate capital and 
liquidity, among other duties.** 

John Hogan currently serves as JPMorgan Chase’s Chief Risk 
Officer, having taken that position in January 2012. Before that, he 
served as the Chief Risk Officer in the Investment Bank.^^ His 
predecessor was Barry Zubrow, who served as the firm’s Chief Risk 
Officer from November 2007 to January 2012, after which he was 
appointed head of Corporate and Regulatory Affairs.^” In October 2012, 
Mr. Zubrow announced he would retire.^' 

Stephen Cutler serves as JPMorgan Chase’s general counsel.^^ 

Greg Baer is a managing director and deputy general counsel in charge 


Mr. Dimon became Chairman of the Board on December 3 1 , 2006, and has been Chief 
Executive Officer since December 31, 2005. See “Members of the Board,” JPMorgan Chase & 
Co., http://www.jpmorganchase.coni/corporate/About-JPMC/board-of-directors.htm#dimon. 

2/29/2012 “Form 10-K,” JPMorgan Chase & Co., at 342, 
http;//files.shareholder.com/downioads/ONE/2204603745x0xS 1961 7-1 2-1 63/1 96 17/filmg.pdf; 

1 1/8/2012, “Form 10-Q,” JPMorgan Chase & Co., at 230, 

http://files.shareholder.eom/downloads/ONE/2204603745x0xS 19617-1 2-308/196 1 7/filing.pdf. 
Subcommittee interview of Douglas Braunstein, JPMorgan Chase (9/12/2012). 

The current Chief Financial Officer of the holding company is Marianne Lake. 1/16/2013 
“Report of JPMorgan Chase & Co. Management Task Force Regarding 2012 CIO Losses,” 
http://files.shareholder.com/downloads/ONE^288 19703 ix0x628656/4cb574a0-0bf5 -4728- 
9582-625e4519b5ab/Task_Force_Report.pdf' (hereinafter “2013 JPMorgan Chase Task Force 
Report”), at 18. 

Subcommittee interview of Douglas Braunstein, JPMorgan Chase & Co. (9/12/2012); see also 
12/4/2012 “Form 8-K,” JPMorgan Chase & Co., at 3, 
http://files.shareholder.eom/downloads/ONE/2204603745x0xSl 193125-12- 
489964/1 9617/fiUng.pdf 

Subcommittee interview of John Hogan and Ashley Bacon, JPMorgan Chase (9/4/2012). 

2013 JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, at 19. 

^*Id. 

“About Us: Leadership Team - Operating Committee,” JPMorgan Chase & Co., 
http://www.jpmorganchase.com/corporate/About-JPMC/operating-committee.htm. 
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of coq^orate and global regulatory affairs since September 2010.^^ Prior 
to that, Mr. Baer worked in a similar position at Bank of America.^"* 

James E. (Jes) Staley served as Chairman and CEO of the 
Corporate and Investment Bank, capping a career of more than 30 years 
at JPMorgan Chase.^^ He was also a member of the firm’s Executive 
and Operating Committees. In Jcinuary 2013, Mr. Staley left JPMorgan 
to become a managing partner at BlueMountain Capital Management, a 
hedge ftind.^*’ 

C.S. Venkatakrishnan is the head of the holding company’s Model 
Risk and Development office which oversees development of risk and 
capital models and metrics. Prior to assuming that post in February 
2012, he was head of the Investment Bank Structuring and Pricing 
Direct office.^’ 

Michael Cavanagh has served as Co-CEO of the Corporate and 
Investment Bank since July 2012, and is a member of the firm’s 
Executive and Operating Committees.^* Prior to that position, he served 
as CEO of the firm’s Treasury and Securities Services from June 2010 to 
July 2012.*^ Before that, Mr. Cavanagh served as the firm’s Chief 
Financial Officer from September 2004 to June 2010.''° In May 2012, 
Mr. Cavanagh became head of the JPMorgan Chase & Co. Management 
Task Force established to conduct an internal investigation of the CIO 
losses.'" Daniel Pinto is currently the other Co-CEO of the Corporate 
and Investment Bank.'*^ 


“JPM Chase Hires B of A’s Gregory Baer,” American Banker , Rob Blackwell (9/9/2010), 
http://www.americanbanker.eom/issues/175_173/jpm-chase-hires-bofa-greg-baer-1025302- 
l.html. 

Id. 

“JP Morgan’s Staley Quits to Join BlueMountain Hedge Fund,” Bloomberg. Mary Childs and 
Dawn Kopecki (1/8/2013), http://www.bloomberg.eom/news/2013-01-08/jpmorgan-s-staley- 
quits-to-join-bluemountain-hedge-fund.html. 

Id. 

2013 JPMorgan Chc^e Task Force Report, at 21. 

Subcommittee interview of Michael Cavanagh, JPMorgan Chase (12/12/2012); see also 
“Michael J. Cavanagh,” Bloomberg Businessweek Executive Profile, 

hltp://investing.businessweek.corrL/research/stocks/peop!e/person.asp?personId=170434&licker= 

JPM. 

“Michael J. Cavanagh,” Bloomberg Businessweek Executive Profile, 
http://investing.businessweek.com/research/stocks/peop!e/person.asp?personld=170434&ticker= 
JPM. 

Id.; Subcommittee interview of Michael Cavanagh, JPMorgan Chase (12/12/2012). 

Subcommittee interview of Michael Cavanagh, JPMorgan Chase (12/12/2012); 2013 
JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, at I, footnote 1. 

Subcommittee interview of Michael Cavanagh, JPMorgan Chase (12/12/2012). 
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B. Chief Investment Office 

The Chief Investment Office (CIO) is located within JPMorgan 
Chase’s Corporate/Private Equity division.''^ It has a staff of about 425, 
including 140 traders, and maintains offices in several locations, 
including New York and London.''^ 

According to JPMorgan Chase, the CIO’s predominant purpose is 
to maintain an investment portfolio to manage the bank’s excess 
deposits.'*^ JPMorgan Chase explained to the Subcommittee that the 
CIO’s excess deposits portfolio results from an “enduring mismatch” 
that the bank experiences between customer deposits, which it treats as a 
liability since the bank must repay them upon demand, and bank loans, 
which the bank treats as an asset since they must be repaid to the bank 
with interest.''^ According to JPMorgan Chase, the deposits managed by 
the CIO are “mostly uninsured corporate deposits,” but also include 
some insured deposits.''’ 

Ina Drew, who headed the CIO from 2005 to May 2012, told the 
Subcommittee that, during the 2008 financial crisis, about $100 billion 
in new deposits were added to the bank by depositors seeking a safe 
haven for their assets, effectively doubling the CIO’s pool of excess 
deposits.'*^ By 2012, the CIO was managing a portfolio of 
approximately $350 billion, a historic high.^® According to the OCC, 
the enormous size of this $350 billion portfolio would make the CIO 
alone the seventh largest bank in the country.^' 

The CIO was formerly part of the bank’s internal treasury function, 
but was split off into a stand-alone office in 2005.^’ According to 
JPMorgan Chase, its Treasury office and the CIO perform similar tasks 
in terms of managing the bank’s assets, but the Treasury office focuses 
more on shorter-term asset liability management.^^ In 2012, JPMorgan 
Chase’s proxy statement described the CIO and its Treasury office as 

"^^2011 JPMorgan annual report at 107; Subcommittee briefing by JPMorgan Chase (5/22/2012) 
(Greg Baer). 

'*'‘2013 JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, at 2 1 ; Levin Office briefing by JPMorgan Chase, 
(5/25/20 i 2) (Greg Baer). 

'*^2013 JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, at 2 1 ; Subcommittee briefing by JPMorgan Chase 
(8/15/20i2) (Greg Baer). 

Levin Office briefing by JPMorgan Chase (5/22/2012) (Greg Baer). 

Subcommittee briefing by JPMorgan Chase (8/15/2012) (Greg Baer). 

Subcommittee interview of Ina Drew, CIO (9/7/2012); see also 2/13/2012 letter from 
JPMorgan Chase to U.S. Department of the Treasury and others, “Comment Letter on the Notice 
of Proposed Rulemaking Implementing Section 619 of the Dodd-Frank Wall Street Reform and 
Consumer Protection Act,” JPM-CIO-PSI-0013270, at 57 (“As the crisis unfolded, JPMorgan 
experienced an unprecedented inflow of deposits (more than $100 billion) reflecting a flight to 
quality.”). 

Subcommittee interview of Ina Drew, CIO (9/7/2012). 

Subcommittee interview of Scott Waterhouse, OCC (9/17/2012). 

Id. 

Subcommittee briefing by JPMorgan Chase (8/15/2012) (Harry Weiss). 

Id. 
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follows: “The Chief Investment Office and Corporate Treasury are 
responsible for managing the Firm’s liquidity, interest rate and foreign 
exchange risk, and other structural risks.”^'* A March 2012 internal 
JPMorgan Chase presentation on “CIO 2012 Opportunities and 
Challenges,” prepared by the CIO, stated that the CIO’s “key mandate” 
was to: “[o]ptimlze and protect the firm’s balance sheet from potential 
losses, and create and preserve economic value over the longer-term.”^^ 

CIO Investment Portfolios. In its March 2012 presentation, the 
CIO described managing nine Investment portfolios spanning an 
investment horizon that extended from the shorter term to the longer 
term.^^ At the short end of the horizon, the CIO indicated that it 
maintained “North America” and “International” portfolios, whose 
assets were “mainly in mark to market accounts.” ~ In the medium-term, 
the CIO presentation indicated that the CIO had a “Strategic Asset 
Allocation” portfolio, which was a portfolio used to “manage the Firm’s 
structural risk exposures” using assets that were “[mjainly available-for- 
sale.”^* Also included in the medium-term horizon were portfolios of 
assets used to hedge the bank’s activities relating to foreign exchange 
and mortgage servicing rights.’’ On the longer-term investment horizon, 
the CIO presentation indicated that the CIO maintained a portfolio to 
flmd the bank’s retirement plans; a portfolio to maximize “tax 
advantaged investments of life insurance premiums”; and a private 
equity portfolio that, by 20 1 2, was characterized as “in run-off mode.”’’ 
A final component of the CIO’s longer term horizon was a portfolio of 
“Special Investments,” which consisted of stressed or distressed 
investment opportunities “related to undervalued or underperforming 
loans” on the bank’s balance sheet.^' 

Altogether, the CIO’s March 2012 internal presentation identified 
nine separate investment portfolios, yet made no explicit mention of the 
Synthetic Credit Portfolio, despite its then massive size and alleged 
importance in hedging the bank’s overall credit risk. Ms. Drew told the 
Subcommittee that the SCP was part of the Tactical Asset Portfolio 


5/1 5/20 1 2 JPMorgan Chase 20 1 2 Proxy Statement, “Board’s Role in Risk Oversight,” at 1 1 , 
http://files.shareholder.eom/downloads/ONE/2265496134x0x556146/e8b56256-365c-45aa- 
bbdb-3aa82fDd07ea/JPMC_20 1 2_proxy_statement.pdf. 

Mar. 2012 “Directors Risk Policy Committee - CIO 2012 Opportunities and Challenges,” 
prepared by Ina Drew and Irvin Goldman, CIO, JPM-CIO-PSI 0015015. 


\d. 

Id. Subcommittee interview of Fred Crumlish, OCC (8/28/2012). According to Ina Drew, the 
private equity portfolio was added to the CIO in 2010, at the request of Mr. Dimon. 
Subcommittee interview of Ina Drew, CIO (9/7^012). 

Mar. 2012 “Directors Risk Policy Committee — CIO 2012 Opportunities and Challenges,” 
prepared by Ina Drew and Irvin Goldman, CIO, JPM-CIO-PSI 0015015. Ms. Drew told the 
Subcommittee that this portfolio was also added to the CIO at the request of Mr. Dimon. 
Subcommittee interview of Ina Drew, CIO (9/7/2012). 



184 


29 

which, in turn, was part of the International portfolio identified as having 
a shorter term investment horizon.® 

The OCC capital markets examiner responsible for JPMorgan 
Chase told the Subcommittee that, while Ms. Drew viewed the CIO as 
providing “special” asset management functions, he viewed the CIO as 
providing typical asset-liability management services for the bank, 
combined with private equity and pension management arms.^^ 

Ina Drew served as the bank’s Chief Investment Officer and head 
of the CIO from February 2005, when it was first spun off as a stand- 
alone office, until May 2012.^^' Ms. Drew reported directly to Mr. 

Dimon and was a member of JPMorgan Chase’s Executive and 
Operating Committees. Prior to taking the helm at the CIO, Ms. Drew 
had headed the holding company’s Global Treasury office. On May 
14, 2012, about a month after media reports on the trading losses in the 
CIO’s Synthetic Credit Portfolio, the firm announced that Ms. Drew had 
decided to retire.^^ She was replaced initially by Matthew Zames, from 
May to September 2012, and then by Craig Delaney.^* 

Other senior CIO management included the CIO’s Chief Financial 
Officer, a position held by Joseph Bonocore from late 2000 until 
November 2010; and by John Wilmot from January 201 1 until May 
2012.^’ He was then replaced by Marie Nourie.™ The CIO’s most 
senior risk officer was Peter Weiland from 2008 until 2012; then Irvin 
Goldman from January 2012 until he resigned in July 2012.’’ He was 
replaced by Chetan Bhargiri who now serves as Chief Risk Officer for 
the CIO as well as the bank’s Treasury and Corporate offices.’^ Since 
2007, Patrick Hagan served as the CIO’s chief quantitative analyst.’^ 


Subcommittee interview of Ina Drew, CIO (9/7/2012). 

Subcommittee interview of Fred Crumlish, OCC (8/28/2012). See also FDIC presentation, 
“JPMC & COMPANY CIO Synthetic Credit Portfolio,” FDICPROD-0001783, at 2 ("As far 
back as 2006, CIO’s mandate was to act as a traditional ALM function with multiple priorities, 
including investing the firm’s excess cash, managing the firm’s pension fund and capital hedging 
(mitigating stress events).”). 

Subcommittee interview of Ina Drew, CIO (9/7/2012). 

Id. See also 4/2012 JPMorgan Chase & Co. internal presentation to Subcommittee entitled, 
“Chief Investment Office - Organization,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0001875. 

Subcommittee interview of Ina Drew, CIO (9/7/2012). 

5/14/2012 “JPMorgan Chase Announces Management Changes; Ina Drew to Retire; Matt 
Zames Named New CIO,” JPMorgan Chase & Co. press release, 
http://investor.shareholder.eom/i Dmorganchase/releasedetail.cfm?ReleaseID=673037 . 

Mr. Zames is now co-Chief Operating Officer of JPMorgan Chase & Co., and Mr. Delaney 
reports to him. 2013 JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, at 15, 107. 

Subcommittee interviews of Joseph Bonocore, JPMorgan Chase (9/1 1/20I2) and John Wilmot, 
CIO (9/1 1/2012); 2013 JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, at 20. 

™ 2013 JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, at 15. 

Subcommittee interviews of Peter Wetland (8/29/2012) and Irvin Goldman (9/15/2012); 2013 
JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, at 19-20. Mr. Weiland resigned in October 2012. Id., at 
20 . 

2013 JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, at 15. 

Subcommittee interview of Patrick Hagan, CIO (2/7/2013). 
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The International Chief Investment Officer was Achilles Macris, 
who joined the CIO in 2006, rose quickly to management, and served as 
Ms. Drew’s top deputy in the CIO’s London office.^'' He oversaw 
management of the Synthetic Credit Portfolio. Prior to working at the 
CIO, Mr. Macris worked for Dresdner Klein wort Wasserstein, a British 
investment bank, as a proprietary trader.’^ Mr. Macris is a Greek 
national and U.S. citizen. 

Javier Martin-Artajo joined the CIO in 2007, as the head of Credit 
and Equity Trading.’® He worked in the CIO’s London office, reported 
to Mr. Macris, and directly oversaw the Synthetic Credit Portfolio.” He 
had earlier worked for Mr. Macris at Dresdner Kleinwort Wasserstein.’* 
Mr. Martin-Artajo is a Spanish national living in London.’^ 

Bruno Iksil was a trader in the CIO’s London office and reported 
to Mr. Martin-Artajo.*® Mr. Iksil joined the CIO in 2005, and served as 
the head trader managing the Synthetic Credit Portfolio from January 
2007 until April 20 1 2.*’ Prior to joining JPMorgan Chase, Mr. Iksil 
worked as a proprietary trader at Banque Populaire and later as head of 
Credit Derivatives at Natixis, a French investment bank.*^ Mr. Iksil is a 

Subcommittee interview of Ina Drew, CIO (9/7/2012); 4/2012 JPMorgan Chase & Co. internal 
presentation to Subcommittee entitled, “Chief Investment Office - Organization,” JPM-CIO-PSI 
0001875, at 876, 879. 

See “JPMorgan Said to Transform Treasury to Prop Trading,” Bloomberg . Erik 
Schatzker, Christine Harper, and Mary Childs (4/13/2012), 

http://www.bloomberg.eom/news/2012-04-13/jpmorgan-said-to-transform-treasury-to-prop- 

trading.html. 

Apr. 2012 JPMorgan Chase & Co. internal presentation to Subcommittee entitled, “Chief 
Investment Office - Organization,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0001875, at 880. See also “JPMorgan Said to 
Transform Treasury to Prop Trading,” Bloomberg . Erik Schatzker, Christine Harper, and Mary 
Childs (4/13/20 1 2), http://www.bloomberg.com/news/20 12-04- 1 3/Jpmorgan-said-to-transform- 
treasury-to-prop-trading.html. 

’’ Subcommittee interview of Ina Drew, CIO (9/7/2012); see also “At 

J.P. Morgan, Whale & Co. Go,” Wall Street Journal . Dan Fitzpatrick and Gregory Zuckerman 
(7/13/2012); “JPMorgan Said to Transform Treasury to Prop Trading,” Bloomberg . Erik 
Schatzker, Christine Harper, and Mary Childs (4/13/2012), 

http://www.bloomberg.eom/news/2012-04-13/jpmorgan-said-to-transform-treasury-to-prop- 

lrading.html. 

Subcommittee inter\'iew of Ina Drew, CIO (9/7/2012); see also “JPMorgan Said to Transform 
Treasury to Prop Trading,” Bloomberg . Erik Schatzker, Christine Harper, and Mary Childs 
(4/13/2012), http://www.bloomberg.eom/news/2012-04-13/jpmorgan-said-to-transform-treasury- 
to-prop-trading.html. 

JPMorgan Chase Task Force interview of Javier Martin-Artajo, CIO (partial readout to the 
Subcommittee on 9/6/2012). 

Apr. 2012 JPMorgan Chase & Co. internal presentation to Subcommittee entitled, “Chief 
Investment Office - Organization,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0001875, at 880. 

Subcommittee interview of Ina Drew, CIO (9/7/2012); see also “‘London Whale’ Rattles Debt 
Market,” Wall Street Journal. Gregory Zuckerman and Katy Bume (4/6/2012), 
http://online.wsj.eom/article/SB1000142405270230329960457732603U19412436.html; 
“JPMorgan Trader Iksil Fuels Prop-Trading Debate with Bets,” Bloomberg. Sharron D. 
Harrington, Bradley Keoun, and Christine Harper (4/9/2012), 

http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2012-04-09/jpmoi^an-trader-iksil-fuels-prop-trading-debate- 

with-bets.html. 

See “Ten Questions to be Answered on ‘London Whalegate,’” Financial News (5/1 1/2012), 
http://www.eflnancialnews.eom/story/2012-05-ll/10-questions-jp-morgan-scandal-iksil; 
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French national who lived outside of Paris and commuted to his job in 
London.*^ In April 2012, the media reported that Mr. Iksil, trading on 
behalf of JPMorgan Chase, had been dubbed the “London Whale” by 
industry insiders because of the CIO’s large trades in the credit 
markets.*'^ He oversaw several other CIO traders including Julien 
Grout.*^ 

In July 2012, JPMorgan Chase fired Messrs. Maoris, Martin- 
Artajo, and Iksil, and suspended Mr. Grout.**" On July 13, 2012, the 
bank announced that “all CIO managers based in London with 
responsibility for [the] Synthetic Credit Portfolio have been separated 
from the Firm,” that JPMorgan Chase would withhold all severance 
payments and 2012 incentive compensation from them, and that it would 
“claw back compensation from each individual.”*^ The bank told the 
Subcommittee that it had obtained the maximum recovery permitted 
under its employment policies from Ms. Drew and Messrs. Marcis, 
Martin-Artajo, Iksil, and Grout, through a combination of canceling 
outstoding incentive awards and obtaining repayment of awards 
previously paid.** The bank indicated the recovered amounts were 
roughly equal to two years’ worth of the person’s total compensation.*^ 
At the time of her departure, Ms. Drew forfeited approximately $21.5 
million.^** 


“JPMorgan Trader Iksil Fuels Prop-Trading Debate With Bets,” Bloomberg. Shannon D. 
Harrington and Christine Harper (4/9/2012), http://www.bloomberg.eom/news/2012-04- 
09/jpmorgan-trader-iksil-fuels-prop- trading-debate-with-bets.html. 

See “Who Is the London Whale? Meet JPMorgan's ‘Humble’ Trader Bruno Iksil - Daily 
Intel.” New York Magazine . Joe Coscarelli (5/1 1/2012), 

http://nymag.eom/daily/inteiligencer/2012/05/jpmorgan-london-whaie-bruno-iskil-2-billion- 

loss.html. 

See, e.g., ‘“London Whale’ Rattles Debt Market,” Wall Street Journal . Gregory Zuckerman 
and Katy Bume (4/6/2012), 

http://online.wsj.eom/article/SB10001424052702303299604577326031119412436.html. 

Apr. 2012 JPMorgan Chase & Co, internal presentation to Subcommittee entitled, “Chief 
investment Office - Organization,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0001875, at 880. 

Subcommittee interview of Michael Cavanagh (12/12/2012). See also 7/12/2012 letter from 
JPMorgan Chase to Achilles Macris, JPM-CIO-PSI-H 0002742-743, at 742; 7/12/2012 letter 
from JPMorgan Chase to Javier Martin-Artajo, JPM-CIO-PSI-H 0002744-745, at 744; 7/12/2012 
letter from JPMorgan Chase to Bruno Iksil, JPM-CIO-PSI-H 0002740-741, at 740. Mr. Grout 
subsequently resigned from the bank on December 20, 2012. 

7/13/2012 “CIO Task Force Update,” JPMorgan Chase & Co., at 22, Exhibit 99.3 to 
JPMorgan Chase 7/13/2012 Form 8-K, 

http://flles.shareholder.eom/downloads/ONE/2204603745x0x582869/dflf2a5a-927e-4cl0-a6a5- 

a8ebd8dafd69/CIO_Taskforce_FINAL.pdf. 

1/16/2013 email from JPMorgan Chase counsel to Subcommittee, “CIO clawbacks,” PSI- 
JPMC-33-000001. 

2013 JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, at 106. 

Id. See also “JPMorgan Chase Executive Resigns in Trading Debacle,” New York Times . 
Nelson D. Schwartz and Jessica Silver-Greenberg (5/13/2012), 

http://www.nytimes,com/20 12/05/1 4/business/jpmorgan-chase-executive-to-resign-in-trading- 
debacle.html?pagewanted=all; “JPMorgan’s Drew Forfeits 2 Years’ Pay as Managers Ousted,” 
Bloomberg. Dawn Kopecki (7/13/2012), http://www.businessweek.eom/news/2012-07- 
13/dimon-says-ina-drew-offered-to-retum-2-years-of-compensation. 
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C. Office of the Comptroller of the Currency 

The OCC is an independent bureau of the U.S. Department of 
Treasury charged with supervising federally chartered banks (also called 
“national” banks), U.S. Federal branches of foreign banks, and Federal 
savings associations.^' Under the Dodd-Frank Act, the OCC has also 
become the primary regulator of federally chartered thrift institutions.’^ 
The OCC maintains four district offices plus an office in London.’^ The 
head of the OCC, the Comptroller of the Currency, is also a member of 
the Financial Stability Oversight Council and of the board of the Federal 
Deposit Insurance Corporation (FDIC).’'* The current OCC head is 
Thomas J. Curry, who took office in April 2012, just days after the 
whale trade stories broke.’^ 

The OCC is charged with ensuring the safety and soundness of the 
financial institutions it oversees, and is authorized to conduct 
examinations, identify problems, and require corrective action.’" Safety 
and soundness examinations are organized around a rating system called 
CAMELS, an aeronym for the six components that are evaluated. The 
CAMELS rating system evaluates a financial institution’s; (C) capital 
adequacy, (A) asset quality, (M) management effectiveness, (E) 
earnings, (L) liquidity, and (S) sensitivity to market risk. One 
consequence of a poor CAMELS rating is a higher fee assessment the 
bank must pay to the Deposit Insurance Fund of the FDIC. The OCC 
can impose a range of enforcement measures and penalties, including 
issuing cease and desist orders, banning personnel from the banking 
industry, imposing fines, and, in an extreme case, revoking a bank’s 
charter.’'' The OCC can also lower a bank’s CAMELS rating and order 
it to take specific actions to correct unsafe or unsound practices or 
eliminate high risk or inappropriate assets. 

The OCC has structured its supervision activities into three 
categories: a Large Bank program, covering banks with assets of $50 


’’ “Agency Profile and History,” Office of the Comptroller of the Currency, Annual Report, FY 
2011, at i, http://occ.gov/publications/publications-by-type/annuaI- 

reports/201 lAnnualReport.pdf; “About the OCC,” Office of the Comptroller of the Currency, 
http://occ.gov/about/what-we-do/mission/mdex-about.html. 

Dodd-Frank Wall Street Reform and Consumer Protection Act (Dodd-Frank Act), P.L. 111- 
203, codified at 12 U.S.C. § 5412 (b)(2)(B) (2010). 

“About the OCC,” Office of the Comptroller of the Currency, httD://occ.gov/about/what-we- 
do/mission/index-about.html . 

Id. See also “Financial Stability Oversight Council: About the FSOC,” U.S. Department of 
the Treasury, httD://www.treasurv.gov/initiatives/fsoc/about/Pages/default.aspx . 

“Biography: Thomas J. Curry, Comptroller of Currency,” U.S. Department of Treasury, 
http://www.occ.gov/about/who-we-are/comptroller-of-the-currency/bio-thomas-curry-print.pdf 

“About the OCC,” Office of the Comptroller of the Currency, http://occ.gov/about/what-we- 
do/mission/index-about.html. 

Id. See also “Section Five — Licensing and Enforcement Measures,” Office of the Comptroller 
of the Currency, Annual Report, FY 2011, http://occ.gov/publications/pubIications-by- 
type/annuaI-reports/20 1 1 AnnualReport.pdf. 
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billion or more; a Midsize Bank program, covering banks with assets 
generally ranging from $10 billion to $50 billion; and a Community 
Bank program, focusing on banks with under $10 billion in assets.^^ 
The OCC maintains a continuous on-site presence at each of the 1 9 
largest banks under its supervision.” An Examiner-in-Charge (ETC) 
leads each bank’s on-site team of examiners. National banks and 
Federal savings associations must submit regular reports to the OCC 
covering a wide range of safety and soundness factors. 

Although the Federal Reserve oversees U.S. financial holding 
companies, because JPMorgan Chase’s banks hold federal charters and 
the Chief Investment Office invests the banks’ deposits, the OCC is the 
primary prudential regulator of JPMorgan Chase Bank and its 
subsidiaries, including the CIO.'“ The OCC’s supervisory team 
includes approximately 65 on-site examiners who are responsible for 
reviewing nearly every facet of JPMorgan Chase’s activities and 
operations. Several OCC examiners were responsible for overseeing 
the CIO.'®'' 


D. Capital Requirements 

One key regulatory tool for limiting risk at federally insured banks 
and ensuring banks meet their financial obligations involves requiring 
banks to meet minimum capital standards. Banks that are well 
capitalized can withstand losses without endangering deposits, 
collapsing, or seeking a taxpayer bailout. Banks that fail to maintain 
minimum capital levels can be deemed to be operating in an unsafe and 
unsound manner and required to take corrective action.'®^ 

Federal bank regulators have long required U.S. banks to maintain 
a minimum amount of capital, meaning money raised primarily from 
shareholders and retained earnings, adjusting the required level 
according to the amount and type of activities engaged in by the 


Testimony of Thomas J. Curry, Comptroller of the Currency, before the House Committee on 
Financial Services, (June 19, 2012), at 2, http://www.occ. gov/news-issuances/congressional- 
testimony/20 1 2/pub-test-20 1 2-9 1 -written.pdf. 

Id., at 3; “OCC at-a-glance,” Office of the Comptroller of the Currency, Annual Report, FY 
2011, http://occ.gov/publications/publications-by-type/annual-reports/201 lAnnualReport.pdf. 

Testimony of Thomas J. Curry, Comptroller of the Currency, before the House Committee on 
Financial Services, (6/19/2012), at 3, http://www.occ. gov/news-issuances/congressional- 
testimony/20 i 2/pub-test-20 1 2-9 1 -written.pdf. 

“About the OCC,” Office of the Comptroller of the Currency, hHp://occ.gov/about/what-we- 
do/mission/index-about.html. 

See Testimony of Thomas J. Curry, Comptroller of the Currency, before the U.S. House of 
Representatives Committee on Financial Services, (June 19, 2012), at 11-12, 
http://www.occ.gov/news-issuances/congressional-testimony/201 2/pub-test-20 1 2-9 1 -’written.pdf. 

^®^^M-,atll. 

For more information about OCC oversight of the CIO, see Chapter VI. 

See, e.g., OCC enforcement authority codified at 12 C.F.R. § 3.14, and the Federal Deposit 
Insurance Corporation (FDIC) enforcement authority codified at 1 2 C.F.R. Part 325. 
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individual bank.^*^^ In general, the regulations require banks to maintain 
less of a capital cushion for safer activities, such as investing in Treasury 
bonds, and more of a capital cushion for riskier activities, such as 
trading synthetic credit derivatives. To carry out that approach, the 
regulations generally assign greater “risk weights” or “capital charges,” 
to riskier assets. 

United States capital requirements reflect the Basel Accords, a set 
of international standards on bank capital requirements issued by the 
Basel Committee on Banking Supervision.*^ Over time, the Basel 
Committee has issued four sets of capital standards. Basel I, issued in 
1988, provided the first international capital standards; Basel II, issued 
in 1999, revised the first Accord, and was finalized in 2004; Basel 2.5, 
issued in 2009, strengthened capital standards related to securitizations 
and trading book exposures in response to the financial crisis; and Basel 
III, issued in 2010, provided a broader set of reforms. Basel III 
increased minimum capital requirements and introduced a new set of 
bank liquidity standards to “improve the banking sector's ability to 
absorb shocks arising from financial and economic stress, ... improve 
risk management and governance, [and] strengthen banks’ transparency 
and disclosures,”**^ Among other provisions, Basel III increased the 
minimum amount of capital that had to be raised from common 
equity.*** 


See, e.g., OCC minimum capital requirements, 12 C.F.R. Part 3, including Appendices A-C. 

See, e.g., OCC minimum capital requirements, 12 C.F.R. Part 3, Appendix A, and FDIC 
minimum capital requirements, 12 C.F.R. Part 325, Appendix C. 

The Basel Committee on Banking Supervision (BCBS), first established in 1974, is an 
international body composed of representatives from countries with major banking centers, 
including the United States and the G-20 countries. See “Basel Committee on Banking 
Supervision,” Basel Committee on Banking Supervision, Bank for International Settlements, 
http://www.bis.org/bcbs/index.htm . The Basel Committee’s recommendations do not have the 
force of law, but must be implemented by individual member countries using national laws and 
regulations. See “History of the Basel Committee and its Membership,” Basel Committee on 
Banking Supervision, Bank for International Settlements, httD://www.bis.org/bcbs/historv.htm . 
The BCBS is part of the Bank for International Settlements, an international organization, 
located in Basel, Switzerland, which supports and facilitates collaboration among central banks 
around the world. See “About BIS,” Bank for International Settlements, 
http://www.bis.org/about/index.htm . 

See “Basel Committee on Banking Supervision,” Basel Committee on Banking Supervision, 
Bank for International Settlements, htt p://www.bis.org/bcbs/index.htm (summarizing history of 
Basel Accords); October 201 1 “Progress report on Basel III implementation,” Basel Committee 
on Banking Supervision, Bank for International Settlements, 
http://www.bis.org/publ/bcbs203.pdf . 

* ' ° “International regulatory framework for banks (Basel III),” Basel Committee on Banking 
Supervision, Bank for International Settlements, http://wvyw.bis.org/bcbs/basel3 .htm (providing 
general information about Basel III). See also October 201 1 “Progress report on Basel III 
implementation,” Basel Committee on Banking Supervision, Bank for International Settlements, 
http://www'.bis.org/publ/bcbs203.pdf . In January 2013, the BCBS weakened the liquidity 
standards issued in 2010, and delayed their implementation date. See January 2013 “Basel III: 
Liquidity Coverage Ratio and liquidity risk management tools,” prepared by BCBS, 
http://www.bis.org/publ/bcbs238.htm. 

' ' ‘ “Basel III overview table,” Basel Committee on Banking Supervision, Bank for International 
Settlements, http://www.bis.org/bcbs/basel3/b3summarytable.pdf (table summarizing Basel III 
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To determine the amount of capital required at a particular bank, 
the Basel Accords recommend, and U.S. bank regulators require, 
calculation of the bank’s “Risk Weighted Assets.”"^ Risk Weighted 
Assets (RWA) are a dollar measure of a bank’s total assets, adjusted 
according to the assets’ risk.'” U.S. bank regulators provide detailed 
guidance on the required components of the mathematical model used to 
calculate RWA, but do not mandate the use of a specific model."'' 
Instead, individual banks are allowed, within regulatory parameters and 
subject to regulatory approval and oversight, to develop their own model 
to calculate RWA."^ The bank’s aggregate RWA is then used to 
calculate its required minimum capital, with a greater ratio of equity- 
based capital required for banks with higher RWA."® 

Risk-based capital requirements offer a powerful tool to discourage 
overly risky bank activities and safeguard against losses from such 
activities. Some commentators worry, however, that when combined 
with Federal Reserve policies that lower capital costs for banks by 
holding down interest rates, they may also create a perverse temptation 
for banks to engage in riskier activities than if capital were more 
expensive."^ During the several years before the whale trades, the 
Federal Reserve initiated a series of actions that lowered capital costs for 
banks, and also lowered the returns on such safe investments as Treasury 
bonds, making them less attractive investments for banks. Those 
Federal Reserve policies may have inadvertently encouraged banks to 
engage in riskier, higher return activities like the derivatives trading that 
led to the whale trades. 


reforms). For information about what qualifies as capital and common equity, see December 
2011 “Basel III definition of capital - Basel III Frequently Asked Questions,” Basel Committee 
on Banking Supervision, Bank for International Settlements, 

http://www.bis.org/publ/bcbs2 1 1 .htm?ql=l . U.S. regulators have yet to fully implement Basel 
III; regulations have been proposed to implement its new capital requirements and additional, 
proposed regulations are being developed to implement its new liquidity requirements. 

See, e.g., OCC minimum capital requirements, 12 C.F.R. Part 3, Appendices A-B; “Revisiting 
Risk-Weighted Assets,” IMF Working Paper No. WP/12/90, Vanessa Le Lesle and Sofiya 
Avramova (March 2012); June 201 1 “Basel III: A global regulatory framework for more 
resilient banks and banking system,” prepared by BCBS, http://www.bis.org/publ/bcbsl89.pdf 
(revised version 201 1). 

See, e.g., “Revisiting Risk-Weighted Assets,” IMF Working Paper No. WP/12/90, Vanessa 
Le Lesle and Sofiya Avramova (March 2012); 2013 JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, at 26; 
12 C.F.R. Part 3, Appendix A (" Risk-weighted assets means the sum of total risk-weighted 
balance sheet assets and the total of risk-weighted off-balance sheet credit equivalent amounts. 
Risk-weighted balance sheet and off-balance sheet assets are calculated in accordance with 
section 3 of this appendix A.”). 

See, e.g., OCC minimum capital requirements, 12 C.F.R. Part 3, Appendices A-B. 
Subcommittee briefing by OCC (3/4/2013); 12 C.F.R. Part 3, Appendices A-B, 

See, e.g,, OCC’s minimum capital requirements, 12 C.F.R. Part 3, Appendix A (“A bank’s 
risk-based capital ratio is obtained by dividing its capital base (as defined in section 2 of this 
appendix A) by its risk-weighted assets (as calculated pursuant to section 3 of this appendix 
A).”). 

See. e.g., “The Soviet Banking System- And Ours.” Wall Street Journal (7/24/20 121. Judy 
Shelton, 

http://online.wsi.com/article/SB 1 00008723963904440252045775455228 1 6 1 87642.html . 
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E. Credit Derivatives 

The trading activity that is the focus of this Report revolves around 
complex credit derivatives, including credit default swaps, credit indices, 
and credit index tranches. 

Derivatives are financial Instruments that derive their value from 
another asset.”* Credit derivatives derive their value from the 
creditworthiness of a specified financial instrument such as a corporate 
bond, or from the creditworthiness of a referenced entity such as a 
corporation or sovereign nation.”’ In essence, credit derivatives place 
bets on whether, during a specified period of time, the referenced 
financial Instruments or entities will experience a negative “credit 
event,” such as a bankruptcy, default, or failure to pay.’^° Parties taking 
the “long” side of the bet wager that no credit event will occur;'^' parties 
taking the “short” side of the bet wager that the negative credit event 
will occur. These credit instruments are often described as 
“synthetic,” because they do not contain any tangible assets such as a 
loan or bond; they simply reference the financial instrument or entity 
whose credit quality is at issue.'^* 

Credit Default Swaps. The simplest type of credit derivative, 
which also dominates the credit derivative markets,'^'* is a credit default 
swap (CDS).’^^ A credit default swap is a contract between two parties 
placing opposite bets on the creditworthiness of a specified financial 
instrument or entity. A “single name” credit default swap references a 
single financial instrument or a single entity. Other credit default swaps 
can reference a specified pool of instruments or entities. 

Traders often analogize credit default swaps to insurance 
contracts.’^® The long party is essentially selling insurance, or “credit 
protection,” against the occurrence of a negative credit event, while the 


Markit Credit Indices: A Primer (October 2012), Appendix 4 at 32, (hereinafter “Markit 
Credit Indices: A Primer”), httt)://www.markit.com/assets/en/docs/Droducts/data/indices/credit- 
index-annexes/Credit Indices Primer Oct 2012.pdf . 

See, e.g., H.P. Kravitt & Edmund Parker, Securitization of Financial Assets § 20.02 (2012). 

See Markit Credit Indices: A Primer, at 4-5 (“Investors take a view on deterioration or 
improvement of credit quality of a reference credit.”). 

Markit Credit Indices: A Primer, Appendix 4, at 34. 

Id., at 37. 

See 2/6/2009 presentation prepared by JPMorgan Chase in response to a Subcommittee 
request, “CDO Briefing,” at 9, PSI-JPM-30-000001. 

See “OCC’s Quarterly Report on Bank Trading and Derivatives Activity Second Quarter 
2012,” at 8, http://www2.occ.gov/topics/capitaI-markets/financiaI- 
markets/trading/derivati ves/dq2 1 2.pdf 

See, e.g., 2/6/2009 presentation prepared by JPMorgan Chase in response to a Subcommittee 
request, “CDO Briefing,” at 15-19, PSI-JPM-30-000001. 

See, e.g., 2/6/2009 presentation prepared by JPMorgan Chase in response to a Subcommittee 
request, “CDO Briefing,” at 1 8, PSI-JPM-30-000001 (“The Basic Contract: A Credit Default 
Swap”); see also Markit Credit Indices: A Primer, at 4. 
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short party is essentially buying that insurance or credit protection. 

To buy the credit protection, the short party typically makes a payment 
upfront and then additional periodic payments to the long party, 
analogous to insurance premiums.’^* Those periodic payments are 
sometimes referred to as “premiums,” “coupon” payments, or the “credit 
spread.”’^^ In exchange for receiving those payments, the seller, that is, 
the long party, is obligated, if a credit event like a default takes place 
during the covered period, to make the buyer, that is, the short party, 
whole. 


The value of a CDS is typically related to the premium amount or 
“credit spread” that the short party has to pay.’^' The premium amount 
or credit spread typically increases when a default is perceived to be 
more likely, because the insurance or credit protection becomes more 
valuable. When the premium amount increases, traders often describe 
the increase as the credit spread “widening.” When the premium 
amount falls, traders often refer to the decrease as the credit spread 
“narrowing.” To ensure payment of the amounts owed, the parties often 
require each other to post cash collateral, with the amount of collateral 
changing over time in line with the changing value of the credit default 
swap. 


In most cases, credit default swaps are entered into between a swap 
dealer and an institutional investor like a hedge fund, insurance 
company, or other financial institution.'^^ The parties typically use 
standardized documentation developed by the International Swaps and 
Derivatives Association to make it easier to trade the swap after the 
initial transaction.'^"' Parties may enter into a credit default swap either 
to offset or “hedge” a particular credit risk or to engage in a proprietary 
bet on the credit quality of a financial instrument or entity.'^ 


Credit Indices. A more complicated form of credit derivative 
involves a credit index. Credit indices were first invented by JPMorgan 
Chase and Morgan Stanley in 2001.'^* Each credit index references a 
basket of selected credit instruments, typically credit default swaps or 


Maikit Credit Indices: A Primer, at 4. 

See 2/6/2009 presentation prepared by JPMorgan Chase in response to a Subcommittee 
request, “CDO Briefing,” at 16, PSI-JPM-30-000001; see also Markit Credit Indices: A Primer, 
at 4. 

Markit Credit Indices: A Primer, Appendix 4, at 30. 

Markit Credit Indices: A Primer, at 4. 

Id., at 6. 

Id. 

See 2/6/2009 presentation prepared by JPMorgan Chase in response to a Subcommittee 
request, “CDO Briefing,” at 17, PSI-'JPM-30-OOOOOI; see also Markit Credit Indices: A Primer, 
at 4. 

See 2/6/2009 presentation prepared by JPMorgan Chase in response to a Subcommittee 
request, “CDO Briefing,” at 19, PSI-JPM-30-000001; see also Markit Credit Indices: A Primer, 
at 7. 

Markit Credit Indices: A Primer, at 5. 

Id., at 7. 
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other types of credit instruments.'^’ The value of the index is typically 
determined by calculating the value of each constituent credit Instrument 
and using a mathematical formula to combine them into a single dollar 
value for the entire basket.”* Parties then enter into swaps that 
reference the index.”® The long party bets the index value will 
increase;”" the short party bets it will fall.''" 

Investing in a credit index, whose value reflects multiple credit 
instruments, can be analogized to investing in a portfolio of bonds or 
loans.'''’ The short buyer of a credit index, as with a credit default swap, 
typically makes an upfront payment reflecting the value of the index and 
then makes fixed periodic payments to the long party over a specified 
timeframe.'''’ Those periodic payments are, again, typically referred to 
as premiums, coupon payments, or credit spreads.''*'' When the 
instrument matures or expires, or a trade otherwise closes, the short 
party may be required to make a final payment reflecting the change in 
the value of the instrument.''” On the other hand, if a eredit event takes 
place during the covered time period, it triggers a typically substantial 
payout by the long party to the short party.' " After the credit event, the 
defaulting credit instrument is effectively eliminated from the index.''*’ 

Credit index transactions are typically entered into “over the 
counter” (meaning outside of a regulated exchange) between a licensed 
swap dealer and an investor, using standardized documents.''** Once the 
initial index swap is executed, as the value changes, either party can 
trade or unwind its side of the bet. The index’s changing value typically 
reflects the initial index price or premium amount, which is also called 
the credit spread.''*® If a party trades or unwinds a swap prior to its 
expiration, that party typically makes a final payment reflecting the 
value of the index at that time.'^" 

IG9, HY, and iTraxx Indices. The CIO traded a variety of credit 
indices. CIO profit-loss reports indicate that, by March 2012, the CIO 


’ Markit Credit Indices: Fact Sheet, at 1, http://www.markit.eom/assets/en/docs/fact- 
sheels/MKT_Credit_ 

Indices_factsheet.pdf 

Markit Credit Indices: A Primer, at 12-13. 

Id.,atn. 

Id., Appendix 4, at 34. 

Id., Appendix 4 , at 36. 

See 2/6/2009 presentation prepared by JPMorgan Chase in response to a Subcommittee 
request, “CDO Briefing,” at 16, PSI-JPM-30-000001; see also Markit Credit Indices: A Primer, 
at 11. 

Markit Credit Indices: A Primer, at 1 1. 

Markit Credit Indices: A Primer, Appendix 4, at 30. 

Id., at II. 

Id., at 13. 

Id., at 14. 

Id., atll. 


149 

150 


Id. 

Id. 
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held more than 100 different types of credit derivative instruments.'^' 

Its largest holdings involved indices administered by the Markit Group, 
Ltd., a global financial information services company that administers 
multiple index products. Markit owns and operates the indices, and 
performs a variety of services related to them, ineluding ealeulating the 
index values and publishing the daily index prices on its website.'^^ 

Markit’ s two primary credit index groups are the CDX, whieh is a 
group of indiees refereneing eorporations in North Ameriea and 
Emerging Markets; and the iXraxx, which is a group of indices 
referencing corporations in Europe and Asia.'^ One key index traded 
by the CIO is the CDX.NA.IG.9.'^^ “CDX” refers to credit index. 

“NA” refers to North America.'^^ “IG” refers to “investment grade,” 
beeause the index traeks credit default swaps (CDS) for 125 investment 
grade companies in North America. Each year, Markit issues two 
series of this index, updating it every six months with a revised referenee 
list of 125 eonstltuent CDS. The number “9” in “IG9” denotes the 
relevant series of the index. The IG9 series was issued in 2007.'^’ 

Parties can bet on the index by entering into standardized swap 
agreements that reference the IG9 series, providing varying maturities. 
For example, ‘TG9 5year” indicates that the swap referencing the IG9 
index will expire in 2012, five years after the IG9 index was issued. 

“IG9 lOyear” indicates that the swap will expire in 2017, 10 years after 
the IG9 index was issued. Parties ean trade the IG9 swaps until the 
relevant expiration date. Long parties essentially bet that the value of 
the IG9 will increase; short parties bet that the value will fall. If an 
investor is “long” the index, and a “credit event,” such as a bankruptcy 
or failure to pay, occurs at one of the referenced companies during the 


See, e.g., 4/10/2012 email from Julien Grout, CIO, to “CIO Credit Positions” email group, 
“CIO CORE Credit Positions: 10-Apr-I2,” JPM-CIO-PSl 0023061 (estimating the fair value of 
numerous credit derivative positions). 

See Markit Credit Indices: A Primer, Appendix 1, at 19-21; see also 4/10/2012 email from 
Julien Grout to “CIO Credit Positions” email group, “CIO CORE Credit Positions: IO-Apr-12,” 
JPM-CIO-PSI 0023061. 

Markit Credit Indices: A Primer, at 1 . The prices are freely accessible to the public at 
www.markit.com . Id., at 12. 

See 2013 JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, at 24. 

See, e.g., 4/10/2012 email from Julien Grout, CIO, to “CIO Credit Positions” email group, 
“CIO CORE Credit Positions: 10-Apr-I2,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0023061. 

See, e.g., 3/16/2007 “CDS IndexCo and Markit Announce Official Name Change for New 
Series of CDX Indices,” Markit, http://www.markit.com/en/media-centre/press- 
releases/detail.page?dcr=/markit/PressRelease/data/2007/03/2007-03-16 . 

See 2/6/2009 presentation prepared by JPMorgan Chase in response to a Subcommittee 
request, “CDO Briefing,” at 24, PSI-JPM-30-000001; Markit Credit Indices: A Primer, at 20; 
see also David Mengle, Credit Derivatives: An Overview, Federal Reserve Bank of Atlanta 
Economic Review, Fourth Quarter 2007, at 3. 

Markit Credit Indices: A Primer, at 21. Altiiough each index starts with 125 companies, if a 
company experiences a “credit event,” such as a bankruptey, the company’s weight in the index 
will be changed to zero, effectively deleting it from the index. Id., at 14. 

See 2013 JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, at 24. 
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covered period, the long party will have to make a payment to the short 
party holding the credit protection.'*® 

The CIO also traded the CDX.NA.HY.'*' “HY” refers to High 
Yield, because the index tracks credit default swaps naming 100 North 
American companies that pose higher credit risks and so produce higher 
returns to investors.'*^ These companies are often rated as HY 
companies because they carry non-investment grade or “junk bond” 
ratings.'*^ A third index that was traded by the CIO is the iTraxx Europe 
which tracks credit default swaps for 125 investment grade companies in 
Europe.'*'' The iTraxx groim of indices also had a high yield index 
known as the “XO” index.' * As with the CDX indices, Markit issues a 
new series of the iTraxx indices every six months, with revised reference 
lists and varying maturities.'** 

When a new credit index series is issued, it is referred to as the 
“on-the-run” series.'*’ Earlier series of the index are then referred to as 
“off-the-run.”'*® They continue to trade until their maturity dates, but 
are typically less actively traded.'*® 

The CDX and iTraxx indices typically required an initial payment 
upfront that reflected the value of the index at the time of acquisition; 
four quarterly fixed “coupon” payments on March 20, June 20, 
September 20, and December 20; and a final payment reflecting the 
value of the index at the close of the trade.'’® 

Credit Index Tranches. A third, still more complicated type of 
credit derivative involves credit tranches. The credit tranches that were 


See 2/6/2009 presentation prepared by JPMorgan Chase in response to a Subcommittee 
request, “CDO Briefing,” at 17-18, PSI-JPM-30-OOOOOI; see also Markit Credit Indices: A 
Primer, at 5. The amount of the payment will depend upon a market auction that sets the 
recovery rate on the company’s debt. Id. 

See, e.g., 4/10/2012 email from Julien Grout to “CIO Credit Positions” email group, “CIO 
CORE Credit Positions: lO-Apr-12,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0023061. 

Markit Credit Indices: A Primer, at 20. 

See “Junk Bond,” OCC February 2008 Comptroller’s Handbook: Leveraged Lending - 
Appendix B, at 63, http://www.occ.gov/pubIications/pubIications-bv-tvpc/comptroIIers- 
handbook/ pdf/leveragedlending.pdf 

See 2/6/2009 presentation prepared by JPMorgan Chase in response to a Subcommittee 
request, “CDO Briefing,” at 25, PSI-JPM-30-000001; see also Markit Credit Indices; A Primer, 
at 19. 

See 2013 JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, at 24. 

See 2/6/2009 presentation prepared by JPMorgan Chase in response to a Subcommittee 
request, “CDO Briefing,” at 23-25, PSI-JPM-30-000001; Markit Credit Indices: A Primer, at 19. 

Markit Credit Indices: A Primer, at 9. 

Id., Appendix 4, at 35. One JPMorgan Chase document used a more restrictive definition, 
defining “off-the-run” indices as “any index older than 4 series - for example, the current on the 
run CDX series are 13, therefore, all indices series 9 and older are considered off the run”). 
5/21/2010 “CIO-VCG Procedure: Valuation Process,” OCC-SPI-00052685, at 15. 

Id., at 9; see also 2013 JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, at 24-25. 

Markit Credit Indices: A Primer, at 9, 1 1. 
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traded by the CIO typically related to Markit credit indices. Each of 
the Markit credit indices tracked the value of a specified basket of credit 
instruments.'^^ Instead of requiring bets on the creditworthiness of the 
entire basket, for some credit indices, Markit offered instruments that 
enabled parties to place bets on just a portion of the basket, offering, for 
example, four tranches with different degrees of vulnerability to 
default. The riskiest tranche, called the “equity tranche,” was 
immediately affected by any default at any company in the basket.'^"' 
The next tranche, called the “mezzanine,” was affected only by losses 
that exceeded 15% of the loss distribution. Those losses usually 
required one or more defaults to take place. The next tranche, called the 
“senior” tranche, was affected only by losses that exceeded 25% of the 
loss distribution. The last and most secure tranche, the “super senior 
tranche,” was affected only by losses that exceeded 35% of the loss 
distribution.'^’ Those losses typically required multiple defaults to take 
place. 

Credit tranche instruments, like other credit derivatives, typically 
required the short party to make an upfront payment and periodic 
payments during the covered time period, although the riskiest tranches 
sometimes did not require any premiums.”* These instruments also 
typically required the parties to make a final payment when the swap 
expired or the trade otherwise closed.”’ CIO documents show that the 
CIO traded credit tranches as well as credit indices and credit default 
swaps. 

Thinly Traded Market. Due to the complexity and riskiness of 
credit derivative transactions, the credit derivative market has relatively 
few participants and, as a result, is thinly traded. Markit identifies only 
14 banks in the world that buy and sell its credit indices.'*' Markets 
with a limited number of participants pose special risks, due to the 
relative paucity of buyers and sellers. While buyers are often able to 
buy credit derivatives easily, selling them can be difficult. A seller may 


See 4/10/2012 email from Julien Grout to “CIO Credit Positions” email group, “CIO CORE 
Credit Positions: lO-Apr-12,” JPM-CIO-PSi 0023061. 

Markit Credit Indices: A Primer, Appendix I, at 18-21. 

Id., at 15. 

Id., at 15, Appendix 4, at 37. 

Id. 

Id. 

Id. 

Id., at 28. 

Id., at 15. 

See 4/10/2012 email from Julien Grout, CIO, to ‘"CIO Credit Positions” email group, “CTO 
CORE Credit Positions: lO-Apr-12,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0023061. 

See “Markit CDX Contributing Banks,” Markit website, 
http://www.markit.com/en/products/data/indices/credit-and-loan-indices/cdx/contributing- 
banks.page; “Markit iXraxx Contributing Baiks,” Markit website, 
http://w\N^.markit.com/en/products/data/indices/credit-and-ioan-indices/itraxx/contributing- 
banks.page?. 
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have to dramatically reduce the price of a credit derivative to attract a 
buyer. If the seller wants to dispose of a large number of credit 
derivatives, even a slightly lower price can translate into large losses. 

OCC data shows that, of the commercial banks it tracks, just four 
U.S. banks account for more than 90% of credit derivative trading and 
holdings, with JPMorgan Chase as the largest participant by far.'^^ The 
resulting market is so small that, when the CIO reported a $3.7 billion 
loss to the OCC in June 2012, those losses caused overall credit 
derivative trading revenues for all U.S. commercial banks to decline by 
372% from the prior year; it also caused their derivative trading 
revenues as a whole to drop by 73%.'®^ 


See OCC Quarterly Report on Bank Trading and Derivatives Activity Second Quarter 2012, 
at 1, Graph 1 and 4, Tables 11 and 12, http://www2.occ.gov/topics/capital-markets/fInancial- 
markets/trading/derivatives/dq2 1 2.pdf. 

OCC Quarterly Report on Bank Trading and Derivatives Activity Second Quarter 2012, at 1- 
2, http://www2.occ.gov/topics/capital-markets/financiai-markets/trading/derivatives/dq212.pdf. 
Holding companies tracked by the OCC saw a decline of 126% in their credit derivatives trading 
revenues and a drop of 46% in their overall derivatives trading revenues, compared to the year 
before. Id., at 3. 
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m. INCREASING RISK 

In 2005, JPMorgan Chase spun off as a separate unit within the 
bank its Chief Investment Office (CIO), which was charged with 
investing the bank’s excess deposits, and named as its head Ina Drew 
who served as the bank’s Chief Investment Officer. In 2006, the CIO 
approved a proposal to trade in synthetic credit derivatives, a new 
trading activity. In 2008, the CIO began calling its credit trading 
activity the Synthetic Credit Portfolio (SCP). 

Three years later, in 20 1 1 , the SCP’s net notional size jumped from 
$4 billion to $51 billion, a more than tenfold increase. In late 2011, the 
SCP bankrolled a $1 billion credit derivatives trading bet that, after 
American Airlines declared bankruptcy, produced revenues of 
approximately $400 million. In December 2011, JPMorgan Chase 
instructed the CIO to reduce its Risk Weighted Assets (RWA) to enable 
the bank, as a whole, to reduce its regulatory capital requirements. In 
response, in January 2012, rather than dispose of the high risk assets in 
the SCP - the most typical way to reduce RWA - the CIO launched a 
trading strategy that called for purchasing additional long credit 
derivatives to offset its short derivative positions and lower the CIO’s 
RWA that way. That trading strategy not only ended up increasing the 
portfolio’s size, risk, and RWA, but also, by taking the portfolio into a 
net long position, eliminated the hedging protections the SCP was 
originally supposed to provide. 

In the first quarter of 2012, the CIO traders went on a sustained 
trading spree, eventually increasing the net notional size of the SCP 
threefold from $51 billion to $157 billion. By March, the SCP included 
at least $62 billion in holdings in a U.S. credit index for investment 
grade companies; $71 billion in holdings in a credit index for European 
investment grade companies; and $22 billion in holdings in a U.S. credit 
index for high yield (non-investment grade) companies. Those holdings 
were created, in part, by an enormous series of trades in March, in which 
the CIO bought $40 billion in notional long positions, which the OCC 
later characterized as “doubling down” on a failed trading strategy. By 
the end of March, the SCP held over 100 different credit derivative 
instruments, with a high risk mix of short and long positions, referencing 
both investment grade and non-investment grade corporations, and 
including both shorter and longer term maturities. JPMorgan Chase 
personnel described the resulting SCP as “huge” and of “a perilous size” 
since a small drop in price could quickly translate into massive losses. 

At the same time the CIO traders were increasing the SCP’s 
holdings, the portfolio was losing value. The SCP reported internally 
losses of $100 million in January, another $69 million in February, and 
another $550 million in March, totaling at quarter-end nearly $719 
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million. A week before the quarter ended, on March 23, 2012, CIO head 
Ina Drew ordered the SCP traders to “put phones down” and stop 
trading. 

In early April, the press began speculating about the identity of the 
“London Whale” behind the huge trades roiling the credit markets, 
eventually unmasking JPMorgan Chase’s Chief Investment Office. 

Over the next three months, the CIO’s credit derivatives continued to 
lose money. By May, the Synthetic Credit Portfolio reported losing $2 
billion; by the end of June, losses jumped to $4.4 billion; and by the end 
of the year, the total reached at least $6.2 billion. 

JPMorgan Chase told the Subcommittee that the SCP was not 
intended to function as a proprietary trading desk, but as insurance or a 
“hedge” against credit risks confronting the bank. While its original 
approval document indicated that the SCP was created with a hedging 
function in mind, the bank was unable to provide documentation over 
the next five years detailing the SCP’s hedging objectives and strategies; 
the assets, portfolio, risks, or tail events it was supposed to hedge; or 
how the size, nature, and effectiveness of its hedges were determined. 
The bank was also unable to explain why the SCP’s hedges were treated 
differently from other types of hedges within the CIO. 

While conducting its review of the SCP, some OCC examiners 
expressed skepticism that the SCP frinctioned as a hedge at all. In a May 
2012 internal email, for example, one OCC examiner referred to the SCP 
as a “make believe voodoo magic ‘composite hedge.’” When he was 
asked about the Synthetic Credit Portfolio, JPMorgan Chase CEO Jamie 
Dimon told the Senate Banking Committee that, over time, the 
“portfolio morphed into something that rather than protect the firm, 
created new and potentially larger risks.” Mr. Dimon has not 
acknowledged that what the SCP morphed into was a high risk 
proprietary trading operation. 

A. Origins of the Synthetic Credit Portfolio 

Traditionally, the CIO had invested the bank’s excess deposits in 
very safe instruments, an approach typical among large banks. Those 
instruments included, for example, U.S. treasury bonds, municipal 
bonds, corporate securities, high grade corporate bonds, and high grade 
mortgage-backed securities.'*^ At a Senate hearing, Mr. Dimon stated: 


Subcommittee interview of Mike Suilivan, OCC (8/30/2012). 

2013 JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, at 22; Levin Office Briefing by JPMorgan Chase, 
(5/22/2012) (Greg Baer); 2/8/2012 email ftom Jaymin Berg, OCC, to Fred Crumlish, OCC, 
OCC-SPI-00022351 (describing the portfolio as “36 percent LIS government and agency 
securities,” with the remainder primarily in mortgage backed securities). 
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“the bulk of CIO’s responsibility is to manage [its] portfolio in a 
conservative manner,” noting that the average credit rating for its 
investment holdings was AA+.'*® 

The OCC told the Subcommittee that, over time, the CIO also 
began to invest in higher risk corporate bonds to balance out its portfolio 
and achieve a higher investment return with a “decenf’ risk profile.’*’ 
The CIO also diversified its portfolio with a mix of instruments to avoid 
concentrating its investments in one type of instrument.'** 

In 2006, CIO hired a new trader, David Olson, to diversify the 
excess deposits investment portfolio by purchasing credit products.'*’ 
According to the OCC, purchasing synthetic credit derivatives was 
unusual for a CIO-type asset-liability management function.'” While 
banks often trade in credit derivatives, the OCC has testified that no 
other large bank uses them to hedge credit risk.”' However, JPMorgan 
Chase told the Subcommittee that it viewed the CIO’s use of synthetic 
credit derivatives to be similar to buying insurance: the CIO was paying 
a premium for protection against credit risk.'” 

In May 2006, the CIO formally approved a request by Achilles 
Macris, soon to become head of its International Office, to establish a 
“credit trading” program under a “New Business Initiative” (NBI) at the 
CIO.”* According to the internal CIO approval document for the NBI, 
JPMorgan Chase had “cyclical exposure to credit, which is the single 
largest risk concentration from the operating businesses,” and the new 
credit trading program could help counter that risk.”'' The NBI 
generally authorized the CIO to trade in credit derivative indices and 


Testimony of Jamie Dimon, “A Breakdown in Risk Management: What Went Wrong at 
JPMorgan Chase?” before the U.S. Senate Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs, 
S. Hrg. 112-715 (June 13,2012); 

http://banking.senate,gov/pubiic/index.cfm?FuseAction=Files.View&FileStore_id-32db0782- 

9ccf-42fd-980e-00ab870fd0d9. 
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Subcommittee interview of Scott Waterhouse, OCC (9/17/2012). 
Id. 


Subcommittee interview of David Olson, CIO (9/14/2012). 

Subcommittee interview of Elwyn Wong, OCC (8/20/2012). 

Testimony of Thomas J. Curry, Comptroller of the Currency, “Implementing Wall Street 
Reform: Enhancing Bank Supervision and Reducing Systemic Risk,” before the Senate 
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs, S. Hrg 1 12-714, (June 6, 2012), at 27; see 
also Subcommittee interview of Michael Sullivan, OCC (8/30/2012). 

Subcommittee briefing by JPMorgan Chase (8/15/2012) (Greg Baer). 

5/10/2006 “Chief Investment Office New Business Initiative Approval,” prepared by CIO, on 
“Credit and Equity Capability,” OCC-SPI-00081631, at I; Subcommittee interview of Mike 
Sullivan, OCC (8/30/2012). 

5/10/2006 “Chief Investment Office New Business Initiative Approval,” prepared by CIO, on 
“Credit and Equity Capability,” OCC'SPl-00081631, at I. 
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broad credit default swaps that were not limited to a single 
corporation.'^^ 

The new credit trading program was presented as a risk reduction 
effort, and, perhaps for that reason, the NBI contained no discussion of 
how synthetic credit instruments themselves could pose market, credit, 
and counterparty risk. The NBI approval document did, however, state: 
“Credit trading is essentially a new business and therefore requires a 
new limits infrastructure comprising both VaR and non-statistical 
measures. In 2006, the portfolio was assigned an initial “Value-at- 
Rlsk” (VaR) limit of $5 million,'®’ which meant that if the portfolio’s 
potential loss calculation was more than that amount on a given day, the 
traders would have to either reduce their holdings to end the breach or 
ask management to increase the limit.'®* 

In 2007, to carry out the credit trading portion of the New Business 
Initiative, CIO began a program to purchase “ABX and TABX 
protection.”'®® At that time, the ABX and TABX were new credit 
derivative indices that “serve[d] as liquid instruments for trading 
subprime credit risk.”’®" Neither had a track record, making their risk 
profiles unknown. 

In November 2007, JPMorgan Chase’s internal audit group 
conducted an audit of “CIO Global Credit Trading,” characterizing it as 
a “First Time Review of New Business, Product or Service.”^"' The 
audit report stated; “Chief Investment Office (CIO) credit trading 
activities commenced in 2006 and are proprietary position strategies 
executed on credit and asset backed indices.” The audit made no 
mention of hedging or credit stress loss protection, and contained no 
analysis of the credit trading activity in terms of lowering bank risk. It 
also did not identify any assets or portfolios that were being hedged by 
the credit derivatives. The audit rated the CIO’s “control environmenf’ 
as “Satisfactory,” but noted, among other matters, that the CIO’s 
Valuation Control Group committed multiple “calculation errors” when 
testing the prices of the credit derivatives.’*” 


Subcommittee interview of Michael Sullivan, OCC (8/30/2012); 5/22/2008 “Chief Investment 
Office New Business Initiative Approval,” prepared by CIO, on “Credit and Equity Capability,” 
OCC-SPI-00081631,at8. 

5/10/2006 “Chief Investment Office New Business Initiative Approval,” prepared by CIO, on 
“Credit and Equity Capability,” OCC-SPI-0008163I, at 10. 

Id.; Subcommittee interview of Michael Sullivan, OCC (8/30/2012). 

See, e.g., 201 1 JPMorgan Chase Annual Report, at 162. 

4/12/2012 email from Ina Chew, CIO, to Jamie Dimon, JPMorgan Chase, and others, 
“Synthetic Credit Materials,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0001 iOl. 

2/6/2009 presentation prepared by JPMorgan Chase in response to a Subcommittee request, 
“CDO Briefing,” at 21, PSIJPM-30-000001. 

1 i/29/2007 “CIO Global Credit Trading,” JPMorgan Chase & Co. Audit Department Report, 
JPM-CIO-PSI-H 0006022-023. 

Id. 
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In July 2008, the CIO started a credit derivative trading program 
intended to “benefit Irom large defaults on High Yield names. “High 
Yield names” referred to individual corporations perceived to be at 
higher risk of default, often signaled by carrying a junk bond rather than 
investment grade bond rating. Credit default swaps or “High Yield” 
credit indices naming these non-investment grade corporations generally 
required the payment of higher premiums by the short parties, but also 
promised large payoffs if the named corporations defaulted.^®^ Each of 
these derivatives, under generally accepted accounting principles, was 
subject to mark-to-market accounting, which meant their value had to be 
calculated and booked on a daily basis.^®* 

Despite credit trades and a formal approval document dating Ifom 

2006. it is difficult to establish when the credit trading program actually 
coalesced into the Synthetic Credit Portfolio (SCP). The 2007 internal 
bank audit stated that the credit trading commenced in 2006, although 
Ms. Drew told the Subcommittee that the SCP was established in June 

2007. ^°^ The OCC determined that the SCP acquired its current name in 

2008. “* 

The timing is somewhat unclear due to a lack of documentation 
regarding the SCP during its first five years of operation. Even though 
the Synthetic Credit Portfolio involved higher risk instruments that were 
unusual for an asset-liability management function, the Subcommittee 
has uncovered no evidence that the CIO alerted the OCC to the 
establishment of the SCP or briefed the OCC about SCP trading 
activities. The OCC told the Subcommittee that it expects banks to 
provide information to the agency in a forthcoming, transparent way so 
the regulator can focus its resources on areas of higher risk. But 
according to the OCC, while the CIO created a formal NBI approval 
document to initiate credit trading in 2006, the CIO did not update or 
amend that NBI when its traders began purchasing more complex credit 


4/12/2012 email from Ina Drew, CIO, to Jamie Dimon, JPMorgan Chase, and others, 
“Synthetic Credit Materials/’ JPM-CIO-PSI 0001 101. 

See “Junk Bond,” OCC February 2008 Comptroller’s Handbook: Leveraged Lending - 
Appendix B, at 63, http://www.occ.gov/pubUcations/pubiications-by-type/comptrollers- 
handbook/_pdf/leveragediending.pdf. 

For more information on the HY credit index, see Chapter 2. 

See 5/22/2008 “Chief Investment Office New Business Initiative Approval,” prepared by 
CIO, on “Credit and Equity Capability,” OCC-SPI-OOOS 1 63 1 , at 11. 

Subcommittee interview of Ina Drew, CIO (9/7/2012); see also 4/12/2012 email from Ina 
Drew, CIO, to Jamie Dimon, JPMorgan Chase, Douglas Braunstein, JPMorgan Chase, and 
others, “Synthetic Credit Materials,” JPM-CIO-PSI 000 1 1 00- 1 06, at 1 04 (“The Chief Investment 
Office has utilized the ‘synthetic credit portfolio,’ which is a portfolio of credit derivatives, to 
construct a hedge against other risks on JPMC’s balance sheet. This activity has been part of the 
CIO portfolio construction and risk management since 2007,”). 

See Subcommittee interview of Doug McLaughUn and Mike Sullivan, OCC (8/30/2012). 
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derivative products, such as credit index tranches, and engaging in 
larger volumes of trades.^’® 

The OCC has since determined that, in 2008, the bank violated 
OCC notification requirements by adding credit index tranche positions 
to the SCP without notifying the agency of that “new producf ’ which 
represented “a substantial change in business strategy.”^" The OCC 
also determined that those credit derivatives had been moved from what 
was then called the “Proprietary Positions Book” in the Investment Bank 
when that Proprietary Positions Book closed down, but the bank failed 
to notify the OCC, in contravention of its notice obligations.^'^ 
According to the OCC, the first time the SCP was even mentioned in a 
written communication to the OCC was on January 27, 2012, in a 
routine VaR report,^'" and the first time the OCC became aware of the 
portfolio’s size and high risk nature was after it attracted media attention 
in April 2012.^''* 

JPMorgan Chase has acknowledged to the Subcommittee that, 
despite more than five years of operation, the CIO never detailed the 
purpose or workings of the SCP in any formal document nor issued any 
specific policy or mandate setting out its parameters or hedging 
strategies.^'^ The bank did not undertake that effort even though OCC 
regulations state that, in connection with calculating its risk-based 
capital requirements, a bank “must have clearly defined trading and 
hedging strategies for its trading positions” and each hedging strategy 
“must articulate for each portfolio of trading positions the level of 
market risk the bank is willing to accept and must detail the instruments, 
techniques, and strategies the bank will use to hedge the risk of the 
portfolio.”^'* 


For more information on credit tranches, see Chapter II. 

Subcommittee interview of Mike Sullivan, OCC (8/30/2012); 5/22/2008 “Chief Investment 
Office New Business Initiative Approval,” prepared by CIO, on “Credit and Equity Capability,” 
OCC-SPI-00081631, at 6. A part of the NBI form called “Post-Implementation Review” which 
was “to be completed at the time of approval” was left blank. Id., at 1 9. 

10/26/2012 Confidential Supervisory Report, OCC, at PSI-OCC-1 3-000104 [Sealed Exhibit]. 

Id. When asked by the Subcommittee about the OCC’s determination, however, the bank 
disputed that any derivatives in the Proprietary Positions Book were ever moved to the CIO. 

Subcommittee interview of Doug McLaughlin, OCC (8/30/2012). The SCP was mentioned in 
a routine CIO Value-at-Risk report. See also 10/26/2012 Confidential Supervisory Report, OCC, 
at 12, PSI-OCC-13-000025 [Sealed Exhibit]. 

Subcommittee interview of Fred Crumlish, OCC (8/28/2012). 

Levin Office briefing by JPMorgan Chase (8/15/2012) (Greg Baer). 

12 C.F.R. Part 3, Appendix B, Section 3(a)(2) (“(2) Trading and hedging strategies. A bank 
must have clearly defined trading and hedging strategies for its trading positions that are 
approved by senior management of the bank. 

(i) The trading strategy must articulate the expected holding period of, and the market 
risk associated with, each portfolio of trading positions. 

(ii) The hedging strategy must articulate for each portfolio of trading positions the level 
of market risk the bank is willing to accept and must detail the instruments, techniques, 
and strategies the bank will use to hedge the risk of the portfolio.”). 
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There is also a lack of documentation regarding where the 
Synthetic Credit Portfolio was housed within the CIO, since it was 
generally not named in internal bank presentations or reports discussing 
the CIO’s investment portfolios. Ina Drew, David Olson, and OCC 
examiners told the Subcommittee that the SCP was part of the CIO’s 
“Tactical Asset Allocation” (TAA) portfolio, earlier known as the 
“Discretionary Trading Book.”^’’ Ms. Drew told the Subcommittee that 
the TAA portfolio was a book of assets managed on a short term 
basis.^'* Chetan Bhargiri, the CIO’s Chief Risk Officer since May 2012, 
told the Subcommittee that the TAA was an “idea” book that could be 
used to test new strategies.^'® A number of internal CIO documents 
referred to the SCP as the “Core Credit Book,”^^" but Ms. Drew clarified 
that the Core Credit Book was only one part of the SCP, which also had 
a “tactical piece. In 2012, the TAA book was subsumed under a new 
name, “MTM Overlay. Ms. Drew said that multiple terms evolved 
over time to refer to various portfolios within the CIO, but that the 
changing terminology was for business reasons and not to be evasive.^^^ 

Whether established in 2006, June 2007, or somewhat later, the 
SCP joined a complex set of investment portfolios already in existence 
at the CIO. When asked about how the SCP fit into the broader CIO 
investment structure, Ms. Drew indicated that the following chart 
approximated the placement of key portfolios in the CIO at the 
beginning of 2012: 


Subcommittee interviews of Mike Sullivan, OCC (8/30/2012), Jaymin Berg, OCC 
(8/31/2012); and David Olson, CIO (9/14/2012). Ms. Drew told the Subcommittee that the terms 
TAA and Discretionary Trading Book were used interchangeably and that the SCP was part of 
the TAA. Subcommittee interview of Ina Drew, CIO (9/7/2012). 

Subcommittee interview of Ina Drew, CIO (9/7/2012). 

Subcommittee briefing by JPMorgan Chase (8/15/2012) (Chetan Bhargiri, CIO). 

For example, Bruno Iksil’s presentations on the synthetic credit portfolio were sometimes 
entitled “Core Credit Book Highlights.” See, e.g., JPM-CIO-PSI 0000099; JPM-CIO-PSl 
00000160. Another presentation entitled “CIO Synthetic Credit Update” (JPM-CIO-PSI 
0001247-258) is a discussion of the “Core Credit Book,” (JPM-CIO-PSI 0001249). 

Subcommittee interview of Ina Drew, CIO (9/7/2012). 

Id.; 3/2012 “Directors Risk Policy Committee — CIO 2012 Opportunities and Challenges,” 
prepared by Ina Drew and Irvin Goldman, Chief Investment Office, JPM-CIO-PSI 0015016. 

Subcommittee interview of Ina Drew, CIO (9/7/2012). 
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Chief Investment Office Portfolios 


(Not to Scale) 



Source: Replication of Subcommittee hand-drawing approved by Ina Drew during her 
Subcommittee interview (9/7/2012). 

The seven investment portfolios identified in this chart differ from 
a list of nine portfolios described in a CIO internal presentation in March 
2012; it remains unclear how the two lists relate to each other.^'* 

Another issue is whether the SCP evolved over time to function as 
a proprietary trading effort. The 2007 internal bank audit described the 
CIO’s “Global Credit Trading” portfolio as involving “proprietary 
position strategies. In 2013, the JPMorgan Chase Task Force wrote: 
“The Synthetic Credit Portfolio’s trading strategies sought, among other 
things, to take advantage of changes in the relative prices (the ‘basis’) 
among different [credit] indices and tranche instruments,” a description 
more in keeping with profitmaking investments than risk 
management.^^ The SCP was also housed in the CIO’s Tactical Asset 
Allocation portfolio, formerly known as the Discretionary Trading 


™ Compare chart with 3/2012 presentation entitled, “Directors Risk Policy Committee - CIO 
2012 Opportunities and Challenges,” prepared by Ina Drew and Irvin Goldman, CIO, JPM-CIO- 
PSI 0015016 (listing the following nine investment portfolios: Private Equity, Retirement Plan, 
Special Investments, COLI-BOLI, Strategic Asset Allocation, FX Hedging, MSR Hedging, 
North America, and International). In 2010, after reviewing the CIO’s investment portfolios, the 
OCC had directed CIO management to do a better job “document[ing] investment policies and 
portfolio decisions” and managing the related risks. See 12/8/2010 OCC Supervisory Letter, 
JPM-2010-80, OCC-SPI-000 11 201 (Matter Requiring Attention) [Sealed Exhibit], For more 
information about the OCC review, see Chapter VI. 

1 1/29/2007 “CIO Global Credit Trading,” JPMorgan Chase & Co. Audit Department Report, 
JPM-CIO-PSl-H 0006022-023. 

2013 JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, at 24, footnote 23. 
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Book. According to the former co-head of the JPMorgan Chase 
Investment Bank, Bill Winters, “discretionary” risk is risk the bank does 
not have to undertake to operate prudently, and discretionary trading is 
proprietary trading.^^’ In addition, one OCC official who reviewed the 
SCP told the Subcommittee that the SCP reflected “classic prop 
trading, a view buttressed by the fact that the CIO had no client- 
facing customers or client-facing activity. Instead, all of the SCP 
trades were made by the bank’s own traders for the bank’s own 
purposes, and the resulting profits and losses affected the bank’s own 
bottom line, rather than the bottom line of any client. 

B. Purpose of the Synthetic Credit Portfolio: 

Undocumented, Unclear, and Subject to Change 

JPMorgan Chase told the Subcommittee that the SCP was 
originally established to function cis insurance or a “hedge” against 
certain credit risks confronting the bank. In its 2013 report, the 
JPMorgan Chase Task Force charged with investigating the whale trades 
wrote: “The Synthetic Credit Portfolio managed by CIO was intended 
generally to offset some of the credit risk that JPMorgan faces, including 
in its CIO investment portfolio and in its capacity as a lender.”^^' While 
some evidence supports that view of the SCP, there is a dearth of 
contemporaneous SCP documentation establishing what exact credit 
risks, potential losses, or tail risks were supposedly being hedged by the 
SCP; how its hedges were sized, targeted, and tested for effectiveness; 
and why SCP “hedges” were treated so differently from other types of 
hedges within the CIO. 

As noted above, the 2006 New Business Initiative (NBI) that 
formally authorized the CIO to engage in credit trading said the purpose 
was to address the bank’s “cyclical exposure to credit.”^^^ In particular, 
according to JPMorgan Chase senior officials, the SCP was intended to 
provide the bank with protection during the financial crisis: it was a 
“macro” “anticipatory” hedge against “tail events.”^^^ Tail events are 


Subcommittee interview of Bill Winters, JPMorgan Chase (9/1 1/2012). 

Subcommittee interview of Mike Sullivan, OCC (8/30/2012); see also Subcommittee 
interview of James Hohl, OCC (9/6/2012) (describing the Tactical Asset Allocation as a 
discretionary portfolio that took on positions to enhance income). 

Subcommittee interview of Mike Sullivan, OCC (8/30/2012). 

Subcommittee interviews of Jaymin Berg, OCC (8/31/2012) and Michael Cavanagh, 
JPMorgan Chase (12/1 1/2012). 

^^'2013 JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, at 2. See also id., at 22 (SCP “was generally 
intended to protect the Firm against adverse credit scenarios”). 

5/22/2008 “Chief Investment Office New Business Initiative Approval,” prepared by CIO, on 
“Credit and Equity Capability,” OCC-SPI-00081631, at 1; Subcommittee interview of Mike 
Sullivan, OCC (8/30/2012). 

Subcommittee interviews of Jamie Dimon, JPMorgan Chase (9/19/2012) and Michael 
Cavanagh, JPMorgan Chase (12/12/2012); Suhcommittec briefing by JPMorgan Chase 
(8/15/2012) (Greg Baer). 
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developments viewed as highly unlikely, but very costly if they do 
occur.®'* JPMorgan Chase told the Subcommittee that during the 
financial crisis the key tail event that the SCP was insuring against was 
an unexpectedly large number of corporate defaults.^^^ 

JPMorgan Chase CEO Jamie Dimon testified before the U.S. 
Senate that the purpose of the SCP was to make “a little money” in a 
benign environment and more substantial returns for the bank if there 
was a credit crisis, so that those returns would offset other losses.^^'’ In a 
March 2012 internal presentation, Ms. Drew described the CIO’s key 
mandate as follows: “Optimize and protect the Firm’s balance sheet 
from potential losses, and create and preserve economic value over the 
long term.”"^^’ 

Despite these and other descriptions of the SCP as a “hedge” or 
“protection” against potential bank losses, in over five years, no CIO 
document spelled out exactly what the SCP was meant to hedge. The 
initial 2006 NBl approval document stated that the credit trading 
activities would be used to “manage corporate credit exposures,”^^* but 
the Subcommittee found no CIO document that went beyond that 
generalization to identify the precise credit exposures intended to be 
offset. The former CIO Chief Financial Officer, John Wilmot, told the 
Subcommittee that the assets hedged against by the SCP were not 
specifically defined in writing.^^’ One JPMorgan Chase legal counsel 
stated that the SCP’s hedging function was described differently in 
different places, but was unable to point the Subcommittee to helpful 
documents.^'**’ 

When asked - despite the lack of contemporaneous documentation 
- to identify the assets or portfolio that the SCP was intended to hedge, 
CIO and other bank officials gave inconsistent answers. Some said they 
understood that the SCP was meant to hedge the firm’s balance sheet as 


Subcommittee briefing by JPMorgan Chase (8/15/2012) (Harry Weiss); Subcommittee 
interview of Jamie Dimon, JPMorgan Chase (9/19/2012). See also 2013 JPMorgan Chase Task 
Force Report, at 38, footnote 49 (defining a “tail event” as “generally understood to be one that 
arises when the market environment moves more than three standard deviations from the mean 
based on predictions from a normal distribution of historical prices”). 

Subcommittee briefing by JPMorgan Chase (8/15/2012) (Greg Baer). 

Testimony of Jamie Dimon, “A Breakdown in Risk Management: What Went Wrong at 
JPMorgan Chase?” before the U.S. Senate Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs, 
S. Hrg. 112-715 (June 13, 2012) (“We took a position in them. And if you look at the position, 
what it was meant to do was to earn, in benign environments make a little money, but if there 
was a crisis, like Lehman, like Eurozone, it would actually reduce this dramatically by making 
money.”) 

Subcommittee interview of Ina Drew, CIO (9/7/2012), relying on 3/2012 “Directors Risk 
Policy Committee - CIO 2012 Opportunities and Challenges,” prepared by Ina Drew and Irv 
Goldman, Chief Investment Office, JPM-CIO-PSI 0015016. 

5/22/2008 “Chief Investment Office New Business Initiative Approval,” prepared by CIO, on 
“Credit and Equity Capability,” OCC-SP1-0008163I at 1. 

Subcommittee interview of John Wilmot, CIO (9/11/2012). 

Subcommittee briefing by JPMorgan Chase (8/15/2012) (Harry Weiss). 
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a whole. Others explained that it was meant to mitigate losses on the 
firm’s balance sheet as opposed to hedging the whole balance sheet.^'*^ 
Still others stated that the SCP was meant to hedge the CIO’s own $350 
billion Available-For-Sale (AFS) book of assets. The head of CIO’s 
International unit - Achilles Macris, who oversaw the Synthetic Credit 
Portfolio - claimed it was meant to hedge the international component of 
the AFS book.^'*'* Former CIO head Ina Drew even told the 
Subcommittee at one point that every CIO trader had a book that it was 
hedging, including the SCP traders, yet the Subcommittee has found no 
evidence to support that assertion.^'^^ 

It is possible the SCP may have been meant to hedge all of the 
above at some point.^'*® Ms. Drew explained that the SCP originally 
hedged the bank’s entire balance sheet.^'*’ However, after the financial 
crisis intensified in 2008, the CIO’s AFS portfolio expanded, acquired 
greater credit risk, and became a more obvious candidate for hedging.^'** 
The OCC Examiner-in-Charge at JPMorgan Chase agreed with that 
analysis, noting that the CIO’s AFS portfolio grew from $70 billion to 
$350 billion after 2008, acquiring substantial credit risk along the 
way.^”*^ Mr. Wilmot, former CIO CFO, told the Subcommittee that the 
SCP was meant to hedge the CIO’s own AFS book, but could have also 
been used for other risks on the bank’s balance sheet, albeit not all of the 
structural risk in the firm.^^° While it is possible that the portfolio the 
SCP was meant to hedge changed over time, the absence of SCP 
documentation is inadequate to establish whether that was, in fact, the 
case. 


At the same time, the CIO’s most senior quantitative analyst, 
Patrick Hagan, who joined the CIO in 2007 and spent about 75% of his 
time on SCP projects, told the Subcommittee that he was never asked at 
any time to analyze another portfolio of assets within the bank, as would 
be necessary to use the SCP as a hedge for those assets. In fact, he 

Subcommittee interviews of Ina Drew, CIO (9/7/2012); John Hogan, JPMorgan Chase 
(9/4/2012); Irvin Goldman, CIO (9/15/2012). 

Subcommittee briefing by JPMorgan Chase (8/15/2012) (Chetan Barghiri; Jay Baiacek). 

Subcommittee interviews of Douglas Braunstein, JPMorgan Chase (9/12/2012); John Wilmot, 
CIO (9/1 1/2012); Irvin Goldman, CIO (9/15/2012) (Goldman explained that the SCP had 
different hedge targets over time); David Olson, CIO (9/14/2012). Several OCC officials also 
expressed this view. Subcommittee interviews of Etwyn Wong, OCC (8/20/2012); Michael 
Kirk, OCC (8/22/2012); Mike Sullivan, OCC (8/30/2012). 

2/2012 “CIO February 2012 Business Review,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0001940-984, at 950 (“The 
credit derivatives portfolio seeks to efficiently provide mark-to-market stress offset to the CIO 
IntT credit investments activity.”). 

Subcommittee interview of Ina Drew, CIO (9/7/2012). 

Subcommittee interview of Michael Kirk, OCC (8/22/2012). Mr. Kirk told the Subcommittee 
that the SCP was initially a hedge against the AFS book but underwent a metamorphosis. 

Subcommittee interview of Ina Drew, CIO (9/7/2012). 
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Subcommittee interview of Scott Waterhouse, OCC (9/17/2012). 

™ Subcommittee interview of John Wilmot, CIO (9/1 1/2012). 

Subcommittee interview of Patrick Hagan, CIO (2/7/2013). 
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told the Subcommittee that he was never permitted to know any of the 
assets or positions held in other peirts of the bank.^^^ 

Given the lack of precision on the assets to be hedged, JPMorgan 
Chase representatives have admitted to the Subcommittee, that 
calculating the size and nature of the hedge was “not that scientific”^^^ 
and “not linear.”^^'* According to Ms. Drew, it was a “guesstimate.”^^* 
She told the Subcommittee that there was “broad judgmenf ’ about how 
big the hedge should be, and that she used her “partners” as “sounding 
boards” if she later wanted to deviate from what had been agreed to.^ ^ 
According to the OCC, on April 16, 2012, JPMorgan Chase told the 
OCC that the SCP was expected to gain $1 billion to $1.5 billion in 
value to offset $5 to $8 billion in firm wide losses. 

The OCC capital markets examiner with responsibility for 
JPMorgan Chase told the Subcommittee that a distinction should be 
made eimong hedges, protection, and stress loss protection.^** He 
explained that a dedicated hedge meant that “x” hedges “y” and is 
reported accordingly. An example is buying the short side of a credit 
default swap that names a specific company and using that short position 
to hedge a bank loan to that same company.^*’ If the company later 
declared bankruptcy and defaulted on its loans, the credit default swap 
would provide a countervailing payment to offset the loan loss incurred 
by the bank. Another example is identifying an interest rate exposure 
and buying an interest swap with the opposite exposure to offset any 
change in the interest rate. Such hedges have a direct correlation with 
the credit risk they are meant to offset. 

The OCC examiner explained that, in contrast, “protection” and 
“stress loss protection” were more general concepts that often cannot be 
linked to a specific credit risk. He explained that credit protection 
should be viewed as more like providing insurance against a variety of 
possible losses, while stress loss protection should be viewed as 
providing protection against severe losses which are unlikely, but can 
happen, a so-called tail event.^®'* In his view, JPMorgan Chase did not 
need a “top of the house” credit hedge - meaning a credit hedge for 
JPMorgan Chase as a whole. Instead, he said that credit risk should be 
managed by the individual lines of business.^®’ For example, the 


Id. 

Subcommittee briefing by JPMorgan Chase (8/15/2012) (Harry Weiss). 

Id. 

Subcommittee interview of Ina Drew, CIO (9/7/2012). 

256 

See 4/17/2012 email from Fred Crumlish, OCC, to Mike Brosnan, OCC, and others, “JPM 
CIO/IG9 ‘whale’ trade,” OCC-SPI-00010490. 

Subcommittee interview of Fred Crumlish, OCC (8/28/2012). 

“Hd. 

“»id. 

Id. 
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Subcommittee was told that JPMorgan Chase’s Investment Bank already 

managed its own credit risk and did not look to the CIO for that 

262 

purpose. 

JPMorgan Chase’s counsel told the Subcommittee that, while the 
descriptions of the purpose of the SCP have not always been consistent, 
the common element was that the SCP was intended to provide credit 
loss protection against tail risk,^^^ risks that were unlikely but could be 
costly if they occurred. The OCC capital markets examiner told the 
Subcommittee, however, that the bank was unable to explain exactly 
how this stress loss protection worked.^^ In other words, just as the 
bank has had difficulty identifying the portfolio the SCP was meant to 
hedge, it has had difficulty identifying the nature of the tail risk the SCP 
was supposed to offset. At some points, bank officials described it as 
hedging against a Eurozone crisis.^*^ They also described it as hedging 
against a U.S. financial crisis.^'^’’ In his Senate testimony, Mr. Dimon 
pointed to both risks, saying the Synthetic Credit Portfolio’s “original 
intent was to protect or hedge the company against a systemic event like 
the financial crisis or the euro zone situation.”^®’ In his interview with 
the Subcommittee, Mr. Dimon indicated that, given a range of scenarios 
where credit spreads widened, his focus was on a severe situation in 
which credit spreads widened by 50%.^** 

To clarify the risk that the SCP was intended to address, at one 
point on April 2012, according to an internal bank email, Mr. Dimon 
asked the CIO for the correlation between the SCP and the portfolio the 
SCP was meant to hedge. Mr. Dimon told the Subcommittee that he 
did not recall if he received a response.^™ Ms. Drew explained that, 
even though the request had been made by the CEO, so many events 
were unfolding at the time, that she did not recall if the correlation 
analysis was sent to him.^’* The bank has been unable to produce that 
analysis, and the Subcommittee found no evidence this analysis was 
completed. In an email around the same time, the bank’s firmwide 
Chief Risk Officer told CIO personnel that on a call with regulators the 
next day “we should have a discussion of what we believe the 

Subcommittee interview of John Wilmot, CIO (9/1 1/2012). 

Subcommittee briefing by JPMorgan Chase (8/15/2012) (Harry Weiss). 

Subcommittee interview of Fred Crumlish, OCC (8/28/2012). 

Subcommittee briefing by JPMorgan Chase (8/15/2012) (Chetan Barghiri; Hany Weiss; 
Gregg Gunselman). 

Subcommittee briefing by JPMorgan Chase (8/15/2012) (Gregg Gunselman). 

Testimony of Jamie Dimon, “A Breakdown in Risk Management: What Went Wrong at 
JPMorgan Chase?” before the U.S. Senate Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs, 
S. Hrg. 112-715 (June 13, 2012), 

Subcommittee interview of Jamie Dimon, JPMorgan Chase (9/19/2012). 

See 4/1 1/2012 email from ina Drew, CIO, to Jamie Dimon, JPMorgan Chase, and others, 
“updated,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0001077 (“[w]e are working on Jamie’s request for [cjorrelation of the 
credit book against the portfolio”). 

™ Subcommittee interview of Jamie Dimon, JPMorgan Chase (9/I9/20I2). 

Subcommittee interview of Ina Drew, CIO (12/1 1/2012). 



211 


56 

correlation There is no documentation, however, of such a 

discussion. The OCC told the Subcommittee that it asked for 
documentation of what was being hedged by the SCP and repeated this 
request a number of times, but JPMorgan Chase never produced the 
information.^^^ 

Also of interest is an internal CIO presentation created to help 
prepare senior JPMorgan Chase executives for a public earnings call in 
April 2012, which included multiple charts indicating the SCP was no 
longer performing a hedging fiinction.^^'* The charts depicted several 
scenarios in which the bank suffered credit losses, including one 
involving a new “financial crisis,” and projected that, rather than offset 
those losses, the SCP would also lose money for the bank in those 
scenarios. That April 11, 2012 analysis flatly contradicted the SCP’s 
status as a hedge. 

Other CIO Hedges. The ambiguity surrounding the objectives, 
size, and effectiveness of the purported hedge to be provided by the SCP 
stands in stark contrast to the discipline with which other hedges were 
handled within the CIO. Specifically, one of the primary tasks 
undertaken by the CIO was to hedge risks associated with the bank’s 
mortgage servicing rights and interest rates.^’^ To hedge risks associated 
with its mortgage servicing rights (MSR), the mortgage servicing line of 
business calculated the amount of credit risk that needed to be hedged, 
provided the total or a range to the CIO, and the CIO constructed an 
MSR hedge accordingly.^ The MSR hedges appear to have been 


4/10/2012 email from John Hogan, JPMorgan Chase, to John Wilmot, CIO, and others, 
“Materials for FED/OCC Questions/’ JPM-CIO-PSI 0001021. 

Subcommittee interview of Scott Waterhouse, OCC (9/17/2012). See also Subcommittee 
interview of Michael Kirk, OCC (8/22/1012); 4/10/2012 email from Michael Kirk, OCC, to Fred 
Crumiish, OCC, and others, “CIO info on elephant trade,” OCC-00004730 (Mr. Kirk: “What 
would be helpful would be to see the stress scenarios without these assets, and with these assets 
so one can understand the impact. ... It would also be helpful if the CIO could provide some 
indication of a present target level they are trying to achieve, and hence the change of activity 
that resulted in the same (in other words results prior to and after recent trades.)” Mr. Crumiish: 
“In my response on JPM email .... I also said it would be useful if they provided analytics or a 
summary that recapped the hedge strategy, such as the expected impact of the hedge on the 
projected stress loss identified. 1 asked for this on the call as well.”); 4/10/2012 email from Fred 
Crumiish, OCC, to Scott Waterhouse, OCC, and others, “JPM CIO trades,” OCC-00004087 
(“We asked the bank for a number of items yesterday that reflect details on the trades and 
support the stress loss hedge rationale associated with this particular strategy.”). For more 
information on the OCC’s oversight of the SCP, see Chapter VI. 

4/1 1/2012 email from John Wilmot, CIO, to Jamie Dimon, JPMorgan Chase, and others, 
“synthetic credit information,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0001701-709 (“attached please find a presentation 
on the synthetic credit book that was reviewed this afternoon with Doug, Jes, Ina, Barry, and 
John. It covers the relevant data requests from the past several days.”). 

See id., at JPM-CIO 0001 158. For a more detailed discussion of this presentation, see 
Chapter VII. 

Subcommittee briefing by JPMorgan Chase (8/15/2012) (Harry Weiss). 

Subcommittee interview of Michael Sullivan, OCC (8/30/2012); Levin Office briefing by 
JPMorgan Chase (8/15/2012) (Greg Baer). 
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routinely documented.^’* With respect to interest rate hedging, 
JPMorgan Chase’s Corporate Treasury gathered interest rate data from 
the relevant lines of business, aggregated the data using a standard 
industry model that quantified risk, and then provided the information to 
the CIO to establish the hedge.”^ Information about the MSR and 
interest rate hedges was also provided to CIO managers and the bank’s 
Chief Financial Officer Douglas Braunstein on a weekly basis.’*” In 
contrast, no line of business calculated the size of the credit risk to be 
offset by the CIO or provided a specific number or range to CIO to 
construct the SCP hedge, and the CIO did not provide routine 
information about the SCP “hedge” to either CIO managers or the Chief 
Financial Officer. According to JPMorgan Chase, the SCP’s “credit” 
hedge “did not have that level of discipline.”’*' 

In addition, a number of CIO hedges were recorded, tracked, and 
tested for hedge effectiveness, in part to qualify for favorable accounting 
treatment, but SCP hedges were not. For example, in the case of a hedge 
involving the conversion of a fixed rate asset into a floating rate asset, 
hedge effectiveness was tested every reporting period.’*’ At the time the 
instrument was issued, it was identified as a hedge, and recorded a 
notional amount and maturity date.’*’ In contrast, for the SCP, the CIO 
had no standardized method or documentation in place for identifying 
what was being hedged, recording a notional amount or maturity date, or 
testing the hedge effectiveness.’* Ms. Drew told the Subcommittee that 
SCP performance was evaluated in relation to the underlying asset that it 
was trying to hedge,’*’ however, neither she nor the bank identified or 
produced any documentation supporting that assertion. 

If the SCP had used credit derivatives as dedicated hedges, it 
should have triggered the bank’s standard hedging documentation 
procedures, at least in later years. JPMorgan Chase’s 201 1 annual report 
stated, for example, that the bank had a detailed set of internal 
procedures for tracking derivatives used as hedges: 

“For a derivative to be designated as a hedge, the risk 

management objective and strategy must be documented. 

Hedge documentation must identify the derivative hedging 


™ See 4/20/20 1 2 “CIO MSR POSITION SUMMARY - OAS MODEL,” JPM-CIO-PSI 
0005996, The MSR hedge is also now documented in monthly Executive Management Reports. 
See, e.g., Chief Investment Office - Executive Management Report (April 20 1 2), OCC-SPI- 
00033169. See also, e.g., 1/20/2012 “CIO Weekly Performance Summary,” JPM-CIO-PSI-H 
0001577. 

Levin Office briefing by JPMorgan Chase (6/4/2012) (Greg Baer). 

See 1/20/2012 “CIO Weekly Performance Summary ” JPM-CIO-PSI-H 0001577. 

Levin Office briefing by JPMorgan Chase (6/15^012) (Greg Baer). 

Subcommittee briefing by JPMorgan Chase (8/15/2012) (Chetan Bhargirl). 

Subcommittee briefing by JPMorgan Chase (8/15/2012) (Gregg Gunselman). 

Subcommittee interview of Michael Kirk, OCC (8/22^012), 

Subcommittee interview of Ina Drew, CIO (9/7^012). 
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instrument, the asset or liability or forecasted transaction and 
type of risk to be hedged, and how the effectiveness of the 
derivative is assessed prospectively and retrospectively. To 
assess effectiveness, the Firm uses statistical methods such as 
regression analysis, as well as nonstatistical methods 
including dollar-value comparisons of the change in the fair 
value of the derivative to the change in the fair value or cash 
flows of the hedged item. The extent to which a derivative 
has been, and is expected to continue to be, effective at 
offsetting changes in the fair value or cash flows of the 
hedged item must be assessed and documented at least 
quarterly. Any hedge ineffectiveness (i.e., the amount by 
which the gain or loss on the designated derivative 
instrument does not exactly offset the change in the hedged 
item attributable to the hedged risk) must be reported in 
current-period earnings.”^* 

Those procedures were used by the bank to qualify its hedges for 
favorable accounting treatment, but the annual report does not indicate 
that those procedures applied only to those types of hedges that received 
favorable accounting treatment. At the same time, despite this detailed 
description, JPMorgan Chase has not identified any CIO documentation 
indicating that credit derivatives in the SCP were subjected to any of the 
analysis or documentation described above. 

Macro Hedge. A number of bank representatives told the 
Subcommittee that the SCP was intended to provide, not a dedicated 
hedge, but a macro-level hedge to offset the CIO’s $350 billion 
investment portfolio against credit risks during a stress event.^*’ In a 
letter to the OCC and other agencies, JPMorgan Chase even contended 
that taking away the bank’s ability to establish that type of hedge would 
undermine the bank’s ability to ride out a financial crisis as it did in 
2009.^*** The bank also contended that regulators should not require a 
macro or portfolio hedge to have even a “reasonable correlation” with 


JPMorgan Chase 201 1 Annual Report, at 202-203. 

Subcommittee briefing by JPMorgan Chase (8/15/2012) (Greg Baer, Chetan Bhargiri); 
Subcommittee interview of Jamie Dimon, JPMorgan Chase (9/19/2012) (stating that the 
synthetic credit portfolio was a “fat tail hedge” against the CIO’s investment portfolio, which 
would also benefit the bank generally); Subcommittee interview of Ina Drew, CIO (9/7/2012) 
(explaining that the SCP’s purpose when it was established was to hedge firmwide risk, but then 
changed to hedge the CIO’s investment portfolio against credit risks during a stress event); 
Subcommittee interview of John Wilmot, CIO (9/11/2012); Subcommittee interview of Douglas 
Braunstein, JPMorgan Chase (9/12/2012); Subcommittee interview of John Hogan, JPMorgan 
Chase (9/5/2012) (characterizing the SCP as ahedge against macro credit risk). 

See 2/13/2012 letter from JPMorgan Chase, to Department of the Treasury, Board of 
Governors of the Federal Reserve System, Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation, Securities and 
Exchange Commission, and Office of the Comptroller of the Currency, “Comment Letter on the 
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking Implementing Section 619 of the Dodd-Frank Wall Street 
Reform and Consumer Protection Act,” at 56-57. 
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the risks associated with the portfolio of assets being hedged.^*^ The 
counter to this argument is that the investment being described would 
not function as a hedge at all, since all hedges, by their nature, must 
offset a specified risk associated with a specified position.^^® Without 
that type of specificity and a reasonable correlation between the hedge 
and the position being offset, the hedge could not be sized or tested for 
effectiveness. Rather than act as a hedge, it would simply function as an 
investment designed to take advantage of a negative credit environment. 
That the OCC was unable to identify any other bank engaging in this 
type of general, unanchored “hedge” suggests that this approach is 
neither commonplace nor useful. 

Given the size and constantly changing nature of the SCP, the 
absence of basic documentation over time about its hedging objectives 
and strategies; the assets, portfolio, risks, or tail events it was supposed 
to hedge; and how the size, nature, and effectiveness of its hedges were 
to be determined, suggests that the SCP did not, in fact, function as a 
hedge. After briefings by the bank, some OCC examiners expressed 
skepticism that the SCP functioned as a hedge at all, given the lack of 
specificity over what was being offset,^’' and the fact that, by March, the 
SCP held a net long position rather than the short position typical of a 
hedge. In a May 2012 internal email following a discussion with 
JPMorgan Chase in which the bank defended the SCP trading strategy as 
a loss-reducing hedge, one OCC examiner referred to the SCP as a 
“make believe voodoo magic ‘composite hedge. 

C. SCP Trading 

Whether or not it functioned as a hedge at any point in time, the 
facts are clear that the Synthetic Credit Portfolio underwent profound 
change from its inception in 2006, to its demise in 2012. The change 
was most dramatic in the first three months of 2012, when the portfolio 
exploded in size, complexity, and risk, with little or no notice to the 
bank’s senior risk managers or its regulators. 

(1) The Early Years: 2006 to 2010 

When first approved by JPMorgan Chase in 2006, the CIO was 
authorized to trade in credit default swaps and indices and had an initial 
VaR limit of $5 million, signifying a relatively small portfolio. 


lu., ai 

See, e.g., OCC definition of a hedge, 12 C.F.R. Part 3, Appendix B, Section 2 (“Hedge means 
a position or positions that offset all, or substantially all, of one or more material risk factors of 
another position.”). 

Subcommittee interview of Scott Waterhouse, OCC (9/17/2012). The OCC Examiner™in~ 
Charge told the Subcommittee that the SCP hedge was at best “conceptual,” and that a 
“conceptual hedge that is undocumented is not good.” 

5/18/2012 email from Elwyn Wong, OCC, to Michael Kirk, OCC, “CIO Call with Mike 
Brosnan,” OCC-SPI 00021602. 
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According to Ms. Drew, the SCP expanded as CIO traders gained 
experience and credibility within the bank, and credit derivative 
instruments became more liquid and more viable as investment 
vehicles.^^^ In addition, during the financial crisis, after the bank 
purchased Bear Steams and Washington Mutual Bank, took in more 
funds, and the CIO’s portfolio expanded as a whole, Ms. Drew said the 
SCP also grew.^®'' 

According to an internal CIO chart, in 2008, the SCP produced 
revenues totaling about $170 million.^’^ By March 2009, according to 
CIO trader Bmno Iksil, the SCP had grown again, and the book’s “value 
at risk” (VaR) was “high.”^^^ In June 2009, according to Mr. Iksil, 
General Motors filed for bankruptcy, the SCP book gained value, and 
the CIO cashed in certain SCP positions for “profit taking.”^’^ By the 
end of 2009, SCP revenues had increased fivefold over the prior year, 
producing $1 billion in revenues for the bank."’® 

In 2010, as the financial crisis began to ease, the credit landscape 
changed and the SCP began to contract.^” One reason was that the 
profit-taking after the General Motors bankruptcy reduced the size of the 
SCP book of assets. In addition, the CIO’s Chief Market Risk Officer 
told the Subcommittee that the overall strategy was to increase 
protection when people were worried but decrease it when people are 
not worried, like insurance;^’® as people became less worried after the 
financial crisis, less credit protection was needed by the bank. 

According to Mr. Iksil, in January 2010, a decision was made to shrink 
the SCP’s positions.^^' The head of the CIO’s equity and credit trading, 
Mr. Martin-Artajo stated that, in June 2010, the traders began to unwind 
the SCP book.^’^ As further evidence of the shrinking portfolio, the 
OCC told the Subcommittee that the VaR limit on the SCP was reduced 


Subcommittee interview of Ina Drew, CIO (9/7/2012). 

Id. See also JPMorgan Chase Task Force interview of Bruno Iksil, CIO (partial readout to the 
Subcommittee on 8/27/2012). 

6/2 1 /20 1 2 “CIO Compensation — Revenue to Compensation Historical Lookback,” JPM-CIO- 
PSI-H 0002749. 

JPMorgan Chase Task Force interview of Bruno Iksil, CIO (partial readout to the 
Subcommittee on 8/27/2012). 

Id. A class action lawsuit filed by JPMorgan Chase shareholders claims that during this 
period, the SCP engaged in high risk proprietary trades involving mortgage backed securities, 
collateral debt obligations, Fannie and Freddie preferred stock, and foreign currency swaps, 
among other trades. See In re JPMorgan Chase & Co. . Case No. l:I2-CV-03852-GBD (USDC 
SDNY), Consolidated Amended Class Action Complaint (1 1/20/2012), at 67-72. 

6/21/2012 “CIO Compensation - Revenue to Compensation Historical Lookback,” JPM-CIO- 
PSI-H 0002749. 

JPMorgan Chase Task Force interview of Bruno Iksil, CIO (partial readout to the 
Subcommittee on 8/27/2012). 

Subcommittee interview of Peter Weiland, CIO (8/29/2012). 

JPMorgan Chase Task Force interview of Bruno Iksil, CIO (partial readout to the 
Subcommittee on 8/27/2012). 

JPMorgan Chase Task Force interview of Javier Martin-Artajo, CIO (partial readout to the 
Subcommittee on 9/6/2012). 
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to $50 million in 2010, as the portfolio was derisked.^® 

Notwithstanding that reduction, according to Mr. Iksil, CIO management 
wanted to keep a “tail” hedge, so the SCP was not eliminated entirely.^®"' 
The SCP produced 2010 revenues totaling nearly $150 million, which 
was only about 15% of the revenues produced in 2009.^°^ 

(2) 2011 SCP Expansion 

According to one of the head SCP traders, Mr. Martin-Artajo, by 
April and May of 20 1 1 , the VaR limit and average utilization on the 
Synthetic Credit Portfolio had dropped, reflecting a dramatic reduction 
in its size.^°® In June 2011, however, the CIO determined that the credit 
markets might deteriorate due to uncertainty in Europe,^®’ and the 
financial markets were bearish.^®* According to Mr. Maoris, Ms. Drew 
thought there would be more defaults.^"’ Together, these signs 
suggested that more rather than less credit protection was needed. 

The CIO credit traders began to re-evaluate the SCP’s trading 
strategy. According to Mr. Martin-Artajo, the CIO wanted to have a 
“smart short,”^‘° meaning one that did not cost much, but provided 
effective protection against corporate defaults. Mr. Martin-Artajo later 
told the JPMorgan Chase Task Force investigation that he proposed 
doing a combination of long and short trades, similar to a strategy he had 
proposed, and the CIO had used, earlier that year to benefit the CIO if 
there were defaults.^'' 

More specifically, beginning in mid-201 1, the CIO traders began 
to buy credit protection against defaults by purchasing short credit 
derivatives referencing “high yield” or higher risk companies; at the 
same time, they sold credit protection against defaults by purchasing 
long credit derivatives referencing “investment grade” or lower risk 
companies.^*^ Greg Baer, a deputy general counsel at the bank, 
explained that the traders were essentially selling insurance on the lower 


Subcommittee interview of Michael Sullivan, OCC (8/30/2012), 

JPMorgan Chase Task Force interview of Bruno Iksil, CIO (partial readout to the 
Subcommittee on 8/27/2012). 

6/21/2012 “CIO Compensation - Revenue to Compensation Historical Lookback,” JPM-CIO- 
PSI-H 0002749. 

JPMorgan Chase Task Force interview of Javier Martin-Artajo, CIO (partial readout to the 
Subcommittee on 9/6/2012). 

Subcommittee briefing by JPMorgan Chase (9/4/2012) (Jeanette Boot). 

™ JPMorgan Chase Task Force interview of Javier Martin-Artajo, CIO (partial readout to the 
Subcommittee on 9/6/2012). 

JPMorgan Chase Task Force interview of Achilles Maoris, CIO (partial readout to the 
Subcommittee on 8/28/2012). 

JPMorgan Chase Task Force interview of Javier Martin-Artajo, CIO (partial readout to the 
Subcommittee on 9/6/2012). 

Id. Mr. Martin-Artajo proposed doing “forward trades,” a type of trade that includes short 
and long positions. Forward trades are discussed in more detail below. 

Levin Office briefing by JPMorgan Chase (5/22/2012) (Greg Baer), Levin briefing by 
JPMorgan Chase (6/27/2012) (Greg Baer and Harry Weiss). 
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risk investment grade indices and using the insurance premiums they 
received to buy insurance on the higher risk, high yield indices.^'^ In a 
later email sent by Ina Drew to senior JPMorgan Chase management 
describing the SCP book’s trading strategy, she wrote that selling 
protection or insurance on investment grade companies generated 
“carry” or cash income from the premiums received from counterparties, 
which reduced the CIO’s cost of buying high yield credit protection.^’'' 
Some current and former JPMorgan Chase personnel referred to that 
strategy as the long positions “financing” the short positions.^'^ 

Due to the new trading strategy requiring the purchase of both long 
and short credit instruments, and the addition of some distressed 
securities, the SCP expanded rapidly in size. At the beginning of 201 1, 
the SCP’s notional size was $4 billion; by the end of 2011, it was $51 
billion, a more than tenfold increase.^’® Most of this growth occurred in 
the first half of 201 1. Notionals more than tripled in the first quarter, 
then tripled again in the second quarter to reach $42 billion.^ 

Towards the end of 201 1, JPMorgan Chase became concerned 
about the level of the CIO’s Risk Weighted Assets (RWA) and ordered a 
reduction in its RWA.'^'® RWA is a dollar measure of a bank’s assets, 
adjusted according to the assets’ risk.'”’ It is used to calculate the 
bank’s minimum capital requirements, with a greater ratio of equity- 
based capital required for banks with higher RWA.^^’ Mr. Iksil 
strategized that the SCP could go long on credit risk, use the longs to 
offset the portfolio’s shorts, and thereby reduce the CIO’s overall 
RWA.'^^' He wrote: “We can reduce [RWA] by simply selling 


Levin Office briefing by JPMorgan Chase (5/22/2012) (Greg Baer). See also 2013 JPMorgan 
Chase Task Force Report, at 30. 

4/12/2012 email from Ina Drew, CTO, to Jamie Dimon, JPMorgan Chase, and others, 
“Synthetic Credit Materials,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0001 101 (“to balance the negative carry cost of the 
High yield Book overtime [we have] been using Investment Grade strategies that gave us some 
carry or buying optionality ... to offset the directionality of the High Yield Book”). 

Subcommittee interviews of Douglas Braunstein, JPMorgan Chase (9/12/2012) and Irvin 
Goldman, CIO (9/15/2012); JPMorgan Chase Task Force interview of Bruno Iksil, CIO 
(8/27/2012); JPMorgan Chase Task Force interview of Javier Martin-Artajo, CIO (partial readout 
to the Subcommittee on 9/6/2012). 

See “Summary of Positions by Type,” prepared by JPMorgan Chase in response to a 
Subcommittee request, JPM-CIO-PSI 0037609. See also 2013 JPMorgan Chase Task Force 
Report, at 25 . 

^ ^ See “Summary of Positions by Type,” prepared by JPMorgan Chase in response to a 
Subcommittee request, JPM-CIO-PSI 0037609. 

Testimony of Jamie Dimon, “A Breakdown in Risk Management: What Went Wrong at 
JPMorgan Chase?” before the U.S. Senate Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs, 
S. Hrg. 1 12-715 (June 13, 2012) (“In December 2011, as part of a firm wide effort and in 
anticipation of new Basel Cap[ital] requirements, we instructed CIO to reduce risk weighted 
assets and associated risk.”); 2013 JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, at 2. 

For more information about RWA, see Chapter II. 

Id. See also 2013 JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, at 26-27. 

JPMorgan Chase Task Force interview of Bruno Iksil, CIO (partial readout to the 
Subcommittee on 8/27/2012); 12/22/201 1 email from Bruno Iksil to Achilles Macris and Javier 
Martin-Artajo, CIO, “urgent : Rwa,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0001227. See also FDIC presentation. 
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protection but then the pnl [profit and loss] volatility will increase 
potentially.”^^^ 

His supervisor, Mr. Martin-Artajo, responded that the CIO should 
not go outright long on its credit assets because it would breach the 
CIO’s stress loss limit.^^^ Instead, Mr. Martin-Artajo instructed Mr. 

Iksil to do “forward trades.”^^'* The type of forward trade he was 
suggesting occurs when a trader buys a long credit position with a long- 
term maturity date, and a short credit position with a short-term maturity 
date, in order to be hedged in the shorter term but gain exposure to credit 
risk in the longer term.^^^ The CIO traders adopted that trading strategy. 

Whether that trading strategy helped reduce the CIO’s RWA in 
2011 is unclear. The records that have been produced to the 
Subcommittee tracing the SCP’s RWA in 201 1 and 2012 are incomplete 
and contradictory. For example, one January 2012 OCC document 
reported that the SCP’s RWA at the end of 201 1 was $70 billion,^^® 
while other materials reported that, by the beginning of 2012, the CIO’s 
RWA was around $40 billion.^^^ When asked by the Subcommittee for 
more complete RWA records, the bank responded that such records were 
not prepared and were not available, although a former CIO employee 
who worked on RWA models recalled that monthly RWA reports for 
CIO and SCP did exist.^^* 

In any event, when Mr. Maoris was asked about the 201 1 effort to 
reduce the SCP’s RWA, he told the JPMorgan Chase Task Force 


“JPMC & COMPANY CIO Synthetic Credit Portfolio,” at 2, FDICPROD-0001783 (“The firm 
believed that due to the historical correlation (beta) of the tranches of the 10-9 index, they were 
getting into a neutral position by going long 4-5 times the high yield short positions.”). 

12/22/201 1 email from Bruno Iksil to Achilles Maoris and Javier Martin-Artajo, CIO, “urgent 

; Rwa,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0001227. The profit and loss volatility would potentially increase, 

because, as the portfolio grew larger, even small changes in the price of individual holdings 
could translate into large variations in the portfolio’s overall value. 

JPMorgan Chase Task Force interview of Bruno Iksil, CIO (partial readout to the 
Subcommittee on 8/27/2012). 

Id. 

Subcommittee briefing by JPMorgan Chase (8/I5/20I2) (Jeannette Boot). 

See 1/3 1/2012 email from Jaymin Berg, OCC, to Fred Crumlish, OCC, “CIO Quarterly 
Meeting,” OCC-SPI-00004695 (summarizing quarterly meeting with CIO in which CIO Chief 
Financial Officer John Wilmot indicated that, in 2012, the CIO expected to reduce the RWA of 
its “MTM” book, which included the SCP, from “$70B [billion] to $40B”). 

See 1/18/2012 email from Bruno Iksil, CIO, to JuUen Grout, CIO, “Meeting materials for 
1 lam meeting,” conveying presentation entitled, “Core Credit Book Highlights,” prepared by 
Mr. Iksil, at JPM-CIO-PSI 0000100 (indicating CIO’s RWA was then $40.3 billion); JPMorgan 
Chase Task Force Report, at 28, footnote 30 (indicating CIO RWA at start of 2012 was about 
$43 billion); 1/19/2012 email from Achilles Maoris, CIO, to Ina Drew, CIO, and others, “Credit 
book Decision Table - Scenario clarification,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0000 1 52 (indicating CIO RWA at 
start of 2012 was $43 billion). 

Subcommittee interview of Patrick Hagan, CIO (2/7/2013). The Subcommittee also located 
some RWA data in the monthly Executive Management Reports prepared by the bank. See, e.g., 
December 201 1 “Chief Investment Office - Executive Management Report,” OCC-SPI- 
00033116, at 8, 10; April 2012 “Chief Investment Office ~ Executive Management Report,” 
OCC-SPI-00033162, at 4. 




219 


64 

investigation that, as a result of the trading strategy to reduce the RWA, 
by August 30, 201 1, the SCP had “a long front leg and a short back leg,” 
adding further complexity to the Synthetic Credit Portfolio.^^^ Mr. 
Macris also told the investigation that the traders - and he - knew they 
were using “dangerous” instruments.^^” 

(3) 2011 SCP Profit From Bankruptcies 

In late 2011, the CIO engaged in a series of short term credit index 
tranche trades that ended up producing a large payoff for the bank. The 
trading strategy behind this gain was intended from its inception to last 
no more than four months, in sharp contrast to the type of long-term, 
conservative investments often attributed to the CIO. 

According to the OCC and an internal CIO audit report, during the 
fall of 201 1, the CIO placed a massive bet on a high yield credit index 
that tracked credit default swaps for 100 higher risk companies.^^' 
Beginning in September 2011, the CIO, through its trader Bruno Iksil, 
began to purchase the short side of several tranches of the index, 
building a short position that would pay off only if at least two 
companies declared bankruptcy or otherwise defaulted before the 
position expired on December 20, 201 1 

As the short party, the CIO was required to pay premiums to its 
counterparties, but the amounts required were not viewed by the CIO 
traders as significant since the position was expiring in less than four 
months. In addition, to offset the initial cost of buying the position as 
well as the cost of the ongoing premiums, the CIO purchased the long 
side of another credit index, the CDX.NA.IG9 which tracked investment 
grade companies. By taking the long side on that index, the CIO became 
the recipient of the premiums paid by its short counterparties and could 
use those incoming cash premium payments to offset other SCP costs. 

Over the next few months, the value of the HYl 1 changed 
repeatedly, showing both gains and losses. Mr. Iksil continued to build 
the CIO’s large short position, eventually spending as much as $1 
billion.^^^ 


™ JPMorgan Chase Task Force interview of Achilles Macris, CIO {partial readout to the 
Subcommittee on 8/28/2012). 

Subcommittee interview of Doug McLaughlin, OCC (8/30/2012); 201 1 CA Quarterly 
Summary: Global Chief Investment Office 4 Quarter CA summary,” OCC-SPI-00002483. See 
also JPMorgan Corporate Sector Executive Management Report (Full Year 201 1 Actuals), JPM- 
CIO-PSI 0018046, at 071. 

For more information on credit index tranches, see Chapter II. 

See OCC data analysis derived from DTCC data for JPMorgan Chase, described in “JPMC- 
CIO timeline of Significant Events and OCC Discovery,” prepared by the OCC, OCC-SPI- 
00038895, at 6 [Sealed Exhibit]; 10/26/2012 OCC Confidential Supervisory Report, Appendix 
II at PSl-OCC-13-00001 13 [Sealed Exhibit]; “From ‘Caveman’ to ‘Whale,’” Wall Street 
Journal . Gregory Zuckerman (5/17/2012), 
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The accumulated index position became so large and the 
counterparty stakes so high, they caught the attention of the press, which 
later reported on the standoff and reported that some traders had referred 
to Mr. Iksil as a “caveman, for stubbornly pursuing the trade. With 
just six weeks left before the index expired, one hedge fund investor 
later said: “It seemed like the trade of the century to be long the 
index, since the expectation was that the CIO’s bet would fail and the 
long side would end up benefiting from both the premiums and final 
settlement payments. But then, on November 29, 2011, American 
Airlines declared bankruptcy triggering a massive payout to the CIO 
and others holding the short side of the position. 

Ina Drew told Jamie Dimon that the gains were about $400 
million.^^’ The CIO traders later claimed internally that they made $550 
million, but did not record the profits all on the same day.^^’ The key 
CIO trader, Bruno Iksil, later described the gains as “massive,”^"'” while 
a JPMorgan Chase internal report characterized them as a “windfall.”^'*^ 
JPMorgan Chase’s internal auditors also referred to them as “windfall 
gains.”^''^ 

Despite the drama and $400 million gain associated with the 201 1 
“caveman trade,” the CIO’s revenues contributed only about 8% of 
JPMorgan Chase’s net income for 2011.^“'^ JPMorgan Chase senior risk 
managers told the Subcommittee that they had been unaware of the 201 1 
trades involving the SCP at the time.^'*'’ 

The OCC told the Subcommittee that, while its examiners noticed 
the CIO’s $400 million gain at the end of 201 1, they did not look into its 

http://online.wsj.eom/article/SB10001424052702303879604577408621039204432.htni!. When 
asked to confirm the $1 billion figure, JPMorgan Chase told the Subcommittee that it was unable 
to confirm or deny it. Subcommittee briefing by JPMorgan Chase (2/4/2013). 

“From ‘Caveman’ to ‘Whale.”’ Wall Street Journal, Gregory Zuckerman (5/17/2012); 
Subcommittee interview of Doug McLaughlin, OCC (8/30/2012). 

“From ‘Caveman’ to ‘Whale,’” Wall Street Journal. Gregory Zuckerman (5/17/2012). 

See In re AMR Corporation. Case No. 11-15463 (SHL) (Bankr. SONY), Voluntary petition 
for relief under Chapter 11 (11/29/2011), 

http://www.amrcaseinfo.com/maincase.php?start_dt=l 1/29/20 1 1 &end_dt=&start_no=&end_no= 
&desc=&prev_desc=&sort=F&event_SEARCH=Y&range_start=&range_stop=. 

See 4/5/2012 email from Ina Drew, CIO, to Jamie Dimon, JPMorgan Chase, and others, 
“CIO,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0000539 (“The fourth quarter 400 million gain was the result of the 
unexpected American airlines default.”). 

JPMorgan Chase Task Force interview of Javier Martin-Artajo, CIO (partial readout to the 
Subcommittee on 9/6/2012), 

JPMorgan Chase Task Force interview of Bruno Iksil, CIO (partial readout to the 
Subcommittee on 8/27/2012). 

340 jd. 

JPMorgan Corporate Sector Executive Management Report (Full Year 201 1 Actuals), JPM- 
CIO-PSI 001 8046 at 071. 

201 1 CA Quarterly Summary: Global Chief Investment Office 4^^ Quarter CA summary,” 
OCC-SPI-00002483. 

See FDIC presentation, “JPMC & COMPANY CIO Synthetic Credit Portfolio,” at 1 !, 
FDICPROD-0001783. 

Subcommittee interview of John Hogan and Ashley Bacon, JPMorgan Chase (9/4/2012). 
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cause and were unaware of the 201 1 SCP trades until after the OCC 
began examining the Synthetic Credit Portfolio in depth several months 
later in 2012.^'*^ According to the OCC, the SCP’s 201 1 gain came from 
a concentrated position in illiquid credit derivatives,^'*^ that had been 
“pretty risky” and was completely dependent upon timing.^'*’ That is, if 
American Airlines had defaulted three weeks later, the SCP’s short 
position would have already expired, and the SCP would not have 
reaped its “massive” profit,^'** The OCC explained that the CIO had 
essentially engaged in a high stakes, high risk wager that ended up 
paying off, but could have easily gone the other way. The OCC also 
told the Subcommittee that the SCP’s increased size and risk breached a 
number of risk limits, which it should have noticed at the time but did 
not, leaving the OCC unaware of the SCP’s high risk trading activity in 
2011 . 


Within the bank, little or no concern appears to have been 
expressed about the CIO’s having engaged in a risky trading strategy; 
instead the SCP’s trades and resulting $400 million gain appear to have 
been viewed favorably by CIO management. Ms. Drew told the 
Subcommittee that it was not merely coincidence that the traders 
profited from the American Airlines default, but that they deserved 
“some credit” for having taken the position.^'*’ In fact, she told the CIO 
traders to try to repeat their performance in 20 12.^®** Mr. Macris told the 
JPMorgan Chase Task Force investigation that he viewed the 201 1 gain 
as a great event for the CIO.^^' Mr. Iksil told that investigation that kind 
of gain was “unprecedented” within the CIO,^^^ and that he had just 
“reset” the position the month before because it was “cheap.”^^^ 
According to JPMorgan Chase but for that $400 million gain, the SCP 
would have lost money in 201 1 

The American Airlines gain also appears to have colored how the 
CIO viewed the SCP thereafter, as a portfolio that could produce 
significant profits from relatively low cost default protection. In 
addition, it produced a favorable view within the CIO of the SCP’s 
complex trading strategy that involved combining investment grade and 


Subcommittee interviews of Doug McLaughlin, Michael Sullivan, and Fred Crumlish, OCC 
(8/30/2012), 

Subcommittee interview of Doug McLaughlin, OCC (8/30/2012). 

Subcommittee interview of Michael Sullivan, OCC (8/30/2012). 

Subcommittee interview of Fred Crumlish, OCC (8/30/2012). 

Subcommittee interview of Ina Drew, CIO (9/7/2012). 

Subcommittee interview of Ina Drew, CIO (12/7/2012). 

JPMorgan Chase Task Force interview of Achilles Macris, CIO (partial readout to the 
Subcommittee on 8/28/2012). 

JPMorgan Chase Task Force interview of Bmno Iksil, CIO (partial readout to the 
Subcommittee on 8/27/2012). 

®ld. 

Subcommittee briefing by JPMorgan Chase (8/15/2012) (Jeanette Boot); Subcommittee 
interview of Ina Drew, CIO (9/7/2012). 
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non-investment grade credit index trades, accumulating massive tranche 
positions, and sustaining a period of losses in anticipation of a large 
payoff 

It is also notable that JPMorgan Chase has been unable to explain 
how the 2011 trading strategy that produced the $400 million gain 
functioned as a hedge or credit loss protection for the bank. JPMorgan 
Chase has been unable, for example, to link the 201 1 SCP gain from 
American Airlines’ bankruptcy to any loan or credit loss suffered 
elsewhere in the bank,^^^ as would be appropriate if the SCP were a 
hedge. Ina Drew told the Subcommittee that the SCP’s credit protection 
did not serve as an offset for any bank loan losses involving American 
Airlines. The CIO’s Chief Risk Officer, Irvin Goldman, also told the 
Subcommittee that the CIO’s own $350 billion Available-for-Sale 
portfolio did not have single-name credit exposure,^^^ would not have 
sustained losses from any individual corporate bankruptcy, and so was 
not using the SCP’s 2011 trading strategy as a hedge. 

In the view of the OCC capital markets examiner responsible for 
JPMorgan Chase, the 20 1 1 gain was “outsized,” based on an 
“idiosyncratic trade,’’ and the CIO “shouldn’t have been doing this.’’^^* 

In light of the disconnect between the credit derivative trading that took 
place and any credit risk or loss to the bank, the 201 1 profit-taking 
appears to have been an example of proprietary trading intended to make 
money for the bank, rather than protect it from loss. 

(4) SCP Size and Revenues 

From its Inception in 2006, until 201 1, the Synthetic Credit 
Portfolio generated uneven, but sometimes substantial revenues for the 
bank.^^^ The year with the highest revenues was 2009, when the SCP 
generated over $1 billion for the bank; the next highest year was 2011 
when the American Airlines bankruptcy resulted in year-end revenues of 
about $450 million. In 2012, the CIO produced an internal chart 
tracking both SCP revenues and SCP trader compensation, indicating 
that the SCP produced the following revenues from 2008 to 201 1. 


Subcommittee interview of Fred Crumlish, OCC (8/28/2012), 

Subcommittee interview of Ina Drew, CIO (12/tt/20I2). 

Subcommittee interview of Irvin Goldman, CIO (9/15/2012). 

™ Subcommittee interview of Fred Crumlish, OCC (8/28/2012). 

See “CIO Compensation - Revenue to Compensation Historical Lookback,” JPM-CIO-PSI-H 
0002749. Ms. Drew told the Subcommittee that JPMorgan Chase did not establish any specific 
goals on the amount of return expected from the SCP book. Subcommittee interview of Ina 
Drew, CIO (9/7/2012), 
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CIO Synthetic Credit Portfolio Revenues 
2008-2011 


Year 

SCP Revenue 

2008 

$ 170 million 

2009 

$ 1.05 billion 

2010 

$ 149 million 

2011 

$ 453 million 

Total 

$ 1 .772 billion 


Source: 6/21/2012 presentation entitled, “CIO Compensation,” 
chart entitled, “Synthetic Credit Book Comparison: Revenue and 
SCB Trader Incentive (2008-201 1),” JPM-CIO-PSI-H 0002746- 
2792, at 749. 

When 2007 is added to those years, other internal CIO documents 
indicate that the total revenues produced by the SCP, prior to 2012, was 
around $2.5 billion.^*'' 

(5) SCP Trader Compensation 

SCP compensation records from its early years also provide 
evidence about whether the SCP functioned as a hedge or a proprietary 
trading operation. As the JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report noted: 
“Incentive-based compensation systems are premised on the basic 
assumption that one of the factors that influence individuals’ 
performance and conduct is financial reward.”^®' Compensation that 
rewarded effective risk management would suggest that the SCP 
functioned as a hedge, while compensation that rewarded profitmaking 
would suggest that the SCP functioned more as a proprietary trading 
operation. The compensation history for key employees with 
responsibility for SCP trading suggests that the bank rewarded them for 
financial gain and risk-taking more than for effective risk management. 

In June 2012, as part of its analysis of the SCP, the bank reviewed 
the compensation awarded, from 2009 to 201 1, to three key CIO 
employees involved with SCP trading, Achilles Macris, Javier Martin- 
Artajo, and Bruno Iksil. The bank prepared a summary chart which is 
reprinted below: 


See 4/5/2012 email from Ina Drew to Jamie Dimon and other members of the Operating 
Committee, “CIO,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0000539 (The SCP has been “extremely profitable for the 
company (circa $2.5 billion) over the last several years”); “CIO February 2012 Business Review, 
CIO International Core Credit: Tail Risk Book,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0001940-963 (“This is a tail risk 
book that . . . from 2007-20 1 1 has generated US$2.4bln total return.”); Subcommittee interview 
of Michael Sullivan, OCC (I I/7/20I2). But see 2013 JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, at 25 
(indicating the SCP “generated roughly $2 billion in gross revenues” from its inception until late 
2011 ). 

2012 JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, at 91. 
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Source: 6/21/2012 CIO Compensation Presentation, JPM-CIO-PSI-H 0002746, at 754. 


The compensation data for both Mr. Maoris and Mr. Martin-Artajo, 
which shows them receiving incentive pay worth millions of doiiars 
each year, indicates that their compensation moved in tandem with and 
reflected SCP profits, which peaked in 2009 with $1 billion in revenues. 
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and then diminished in 2010 and 2011.^® Mr. Iksil’s pay did not follow 
the same pattern, however, peaking instead in 2010. All three 
employees also received positive performance reviews in those years.^®^ 

The JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report noted that two of the CIO 
traders “maintained a strong focus on daily, monthly, and quarterly 
profit-and-loss numbers, and were acutely concerned about mounting 
losses in the Synthetic Credit Portfolio.”^*^ It also stated that “[t]he Task 
Force [] found little in the form of direct evidence to reveal what 
[employees] were thinking about their own specific compensation as 
they made decisions with respect to the Synthetic Credit Portfolio, 

But at least one of the traders contemplated what would occur after the 
SCP suffered large losses. In a March 23, 2012 email, after a day of 
large losses, Bruno Iksil wrote; “I am going to be hauled over the coals. 

. . . [Y]ou don’t lose 500 M[illion] without consequences.’’^^® 

The JPMorgan Chase Task Force explained in its report that the 
CIO did not have its own incentive compensation system, but 
participated in a bankwide annual incentive compensation plan overseen 
by the Compensation and Management Development Committee of 
JPMorgan’s Board of Directors.^*’ It stated: “Awards under the plan 
are discretionary and non-formulaic, and compensation is dependent on 
multiple factors that can be adjusted and modified depending on the 
particular circumstances.”^^* 

According to internal bank documents, the three SCP employees 
were among the most highly-paid employees in the bank, and their 
compensation was reviewed by the bank’s Operating Committee and 
approved by CEO Jamie Dimon.*^’ In developing the total 
compensation amounts to be paid to each employee, the bank established 
a “reference group” for each individual based upon internal and external 
benchmark positions. The reference group used for the SCP employees 
consisted primarily of Investment Bank employees in positions that were 
profit-oriented, rather than risk management-based. For Mr. Maoris, his 
compensation exceeded the salary range for his reference group in both 
2010 and 201 1 (the only years available); Mr. Martin-Artajo’s 
compensation exceeded his reference group in 201 1 and was at the top 


See 6/21/2012 CIO Compensation Presentation, JPM-CIO-PSI-H 0002746, at 754. See also 
“CIO Compensation - Revenue to Compensation Historical Lookback,” JPM-CIO-PSI-H 
0002749. 

6/21/2012 CIO Compensation Presentation, JPM-CIO-PSI-H 0002746, at 757-760; 766-770; 


772-781. 

2013 JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, at 92. 

Id., at 92. 

3/23/2012 instant messaging session between Bruno Iksil and Julien Grout, CIO, JPM-CIO 
0003515-541. 


367 

368 

369 


2013 JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, at 92. 

Id. 

6/21/2012 CIO Compensation Presentation, JPM-CIO-PSI-H 0002746, at 750. 
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end of the range in 20 1 0; and Mr. Dcsil was at the top end of the range 
for 201 1 (the only year available).^™ This data indicates that, not only 
were the SCP employees compensated like Investment Bank employees, 
but they were compensated at levels that were at the top range of, or 
better than, the best Investment Bank employees. 

After the SCP whale trades became public, some investors and 
analysts asked JPMorgan Chase how the CIO traders were compensated 
and whether their compensation was linked to SCP profits, but the 
bank chose not to disclose publicly their compensation levels. The Task 
Force did report, however, that it recovered “approximately two years’ 
worth of each Individual’s total compensation” from Mr. Macris, Mr. 
Martin-Artajo, and Mr. Iksil, as well as from their supervisor, Ina 
Drew.^'^^ 

The JPMorgan Chase Task Force also recommended that the bank 
make it clear to employees in the future that losses are sometimes 
expected and, if the losses are a consequence of achieving bank 
priorities, will not necessarily reduce compensation: 

“CIO management, including Ms. Drew, should have emphasized 
to the employees in questions that, consistent with the Firm’s 
compensation framework, they would be properly compensated for 
achieving the RWA and neutralization priorities - even if, as 
expected, the Firm were to lose money doing so. There is no 
evidence that such a discussion took place. In the future, when the 
Firm is engaged in an exercise that will predictably have a negative 
impact ... on a front office employee’s or business unit’s 
contribution to the Firm’s profits and losses, the Firm should 
ensure those personnel are reminded that the Firm’s compensation 
framework recognizes that losses (as well as profits) are not 
necessarily the measure of success.”’’^ 

(6) 2012 Opens with Order to Reduce RWA 

In 2012, the year began with a decision by bank management to 
reduce the SCP, but instead, over the next three months, the SCP 
exploded in size, complexity, and risk. 

According to JPMorgan Chase’s Chief Financial Officer Douglas 
Braunstein, by the end of 201 1, senior JPMorgan Chase management. 


Id., at 754. 

7/13/2012 “JPMorgan Chase’s CEO Discusses Q2 2012 Results - Earnings Call Transcript,” 
transcribed by Seeking Alpha (A question from an unidentified analyst asks “I’m just wondering 
if in the CIO review there was any 

conclusions based on - if incentives were aligned with long-term shareholder interest.”) 

2013 JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, at 106. See also id., at 109 (reporting that the bank 
had strengthened its ability “to claw back certain equity awards in the event of poor performance 
bv CIO”). 

™ Id., at 93. 
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including Jamie Dimon, and Ina Drew, had determined that the 
macroeconomic environment was improving^^'* and credit markets were 
expected to improve as well, with fewer defaults, The SCP traders 
also expressed the view that they were getting “bullish signals” at the 
end of December, in part because the European Union had agreed to 
provide long-term financing to prop up “bank lending and liquidity” in 
Europe. As Mr. Braunstein explained to the Subcommittee, there was 
also less of a need for the CIO to protect its $350 billion Available-for- 
Sale portfolio. Together, this analysis suggested that the SCP should 
be reduced in size.^^* 

Another factor in favor of reducing the SCP was its high RWA.^^^ 
Although the CIO traders had succeeded in reducing the CIO’s overall 
RWA in 201 1, the CIO’s RWA was still many billions of dollars. In 
December 2011, Mr. Dimon and Mr. Braunstein directed the CIO to 
reduce its RWA even further.^*® 

Mr. Braunstein told the Subcommittee that, because the CIO had 
previously asked for an increase in its RWA for its $350 billion 
Available-for-Sale portfolio, CIO management decided to use the SCP 
to achieve its new RWA reduction.^*' Mr. Braunstein told the 
Subcommittee that he approved of this approach, since the value of the 
economic protection the SCP was providing at that time to the rest of the 
bank was less valuable than the capital it required the bank to provide.^*^ 
Similarly, Mr. Dimon told the Subcommittee that the SCP’s loss 
protection was becoming less relevant, since the bank was bigger and 


Subcommittee interview of Douglas Braunstein, JPMorgan Chase (9/12/2012). 

Id. 

JPMorgan Chase Task Force interview of Javier Martin-Artajo, CIO (partial readout to the 
Subcommittee on 9/6/2012). See also 12/8/2012 European Central Bank Press Release, 
http://www.ecb. int^press/pr/date/201 1/html/prl 1 1208_l.en.html. 

Subcommittee interview of Douglas Braunstein, JPMorgan Chase (9/12/2012). 

CIO management even told regulators, at a January 2012 meeting, that they intended to 
reduce the size of the SCP. See 1/31/2012 email from Jaymin Berg, OCC, to Fred Crumlish, 
OCC, “CIO Quarterly Meeting,” OCC-SPl-00004695 (summarizing quarterly meeting with CIO 
in which CIO Chief Financial Officer John Wilmot indicated that the CIO’s “MTM” book was 
“decreasing in size in 2012” and it was “expected that RWA will decrease from $70B [billion] 
to $40B”). For more information about this meeting, see Chapter VI. 

See 2013 JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, at 2, 26-27. 

Subcommittee interviews of Jamie Dimon, JPMorgan Chase (9/19/2012), Ina Drew, CIO 
(9/7/2012) and Douglas Braunstein, JPMorgan Chase (9/12/2012). At the time, JPMorgan Chase 
had recently engaged in stock buybacks totaling $9 billion, and had received permission from its 
regulators to buy back another $15 billion in 2012 and 2013. See letter from Jamie Dimon to 
JPMorgan Chase shareholders, 201 1 JPMorgan Chase Annual Report, at 3. To carry out this 
buyback program, the bank may have wanted to further reduce the bank’s RWA to minimize its 
mandatory capital requirements. 

Subcommittee interview of Douglas Braunstein, JPMorgan Chase (9/12/2012). 

Id. 
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earning more money, and the SCP’s synthetic assets would require the 
use of a lot of capital under the upcoming Basel III standards.^*^ 

Irvin Goldman, who had become the CIO’s Chief Risk Officer in 
January, told the Subcommittee that he did not recall the order to reduce 
the RWA being linked to an improving macroeconomic environment. 

He said that Mr. Dimon and Mr. Braunstein had simply ordered the CIO 
to reduce its RWA quickly, and it was easy to look to the SCP to 
accomplish that objective, because derivatives were “inefficient from a 
regulatory capital standpoint.”^*"' The CIO’s CFO at the time, John 
Wilmot, agreed; he said the SCP - as a derivatives book - drew a lot of 
capital, and running a balanced book was very costly from a capital 
perspective.^*^ Mr. Goldman also told the Subcommittee that, in 
December 2011, a decision was made to stop using the SCP as a 
hedge, which made its credit loss protection characteristics irrelevant 
to the decision to reduce its RWA. 

Mr. Iksil later told the JPMorgan Chase Task Force investigation 
that then-CFO John Wilmot told the traders in December 201 1, that 
notwithstanding the $37 billion reduction in RWA during the earlier part 
of 201 1, he wanted an additional reduction in RWA of $25 billion.^* 

Mr. Martin-Artajo told the internal investigation that Ms. Drew had told 
the traders that they might need to reduce the SCP even “more” and 
“faster” to reach the desired RWA outcome.^** According to the traders, 
reducing the portfolio still more, and faster, would be more expensive^*^ 
because of execution costs. In other words, if they had to sell assets 
quickly, they would have to accept whatever prices were offered and 
would likely lose money. Alternatively, allowing the traders more time 
to execute asset sales would allow them to trade at better prices. 

According to one trader, Bruno Iksil, when his supervisor, Javier 
Martin-Artajo, asked him how much it would cost to reduce the SCP 
book to achieve the $25 billion RWA reduction, Mr. Iksil estimated a 
cost of $400 million.^^' Mr. Martin Artajo later told the JPMorgan 
Chase Task Force investigation that the CIO had not been given any 


Subcommittee interview of Jamie Dimon, JPMorgan Chase (9/19/2012). See also 2013 
JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, at 26-27. 

Subcommittee interview of Irvin Goldman, CIO (9/15/2012). 

Subcommittee interview of John Wilmot, CIO (9/1 1/2012). 

Subcommittee interview of Irvin Goldman, CIO (9/15/2012). 

JPMorgan Chase Task Force interview of Bruno Iksil, CIO (partial readout to the 
Subcommittee on 8/27/2012). 

JPMorgan Chase Task Force interview of Javier Martin-Artajo, CIO (partial readout to the 
Subcommittee on 9/6/2012). 

Subcommittee interviews of Ina Drew, CIO (9/7/2012) and Michael Cavanagh, JPMorgan 
Chase (12/12/2012). 

JPMorgan Chase Task Force interview of Bruno Iksil, CIO (partial readout to the 
Subcommittee on 8/27/2012). 
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budget to cover that cost to reduce the SCP.^^^ When Ms. Drew 
requested an estimate of the costs to unwind the entire SCP, the traders 
gave her a presentation estimating that the “cost to execute the 
unwinding” of about 35% of the SCP would be $516 million.^” Ms. 
Drew told the Subcommittee that she then asked the traders to see if it 
was possible to reduce RWA without holding a “fire sale.”^^"^ 

In response, the traders undertook an analysis of how they could 
reduce the SCP and the CIO’s RWA at a lower cost. When asked 
whether bank management had provided any instruction to the CIO 
about how to proceed, Mr. Dimon told the Subcommittee that he did not 
provide specific instructions or had a specific expectation as to how the 
RWA would be reduced - that is, by unwinding the book or adopting 
another course of action - his only expectation had been that the 
reduction be done “wisely. Mr. Braunstein told the Subcommittee 
that Ms. Drew was not told how to achieve the RWA reduction, but also 
explained it was “fair to say” that it was his assumption that unwinding 
the SCP positions was the most direct way to reduce the RWA.^^® Mr. 
Goldman told the Subcommittee that there was no discussion of 
reducing “notionals,” meaning the size of the SCP, but rather the 
discussion centered on the expectation that CIO would exit the synthetic 
business as a hedging mechanism over the course of the next year.^’’ 

An additional consideration, however, militated against simply 
unwinding the SCP book. According to Mr. Iksil, Ms. Drew was 
mindful of the $400 million gain the SCP had achieved by having 
default protection on its books to profit from the American Airlines 
bankruptcy. Mr. Iksil told the JPMorgan Chase Task Force investigation 
that, in early December 2011, Ms. Drew instructed him to “recreate” the 
American Airlines situation, because those were the kinds of trades they 
wanted at the CIO: the CIO “likes cheap options. Thus, as he 
described it, he was told to maintain the SCP’s default protection in 
order to position the CIO to profit from future American Airlines-type 
defaults.^’^ Ms. Drew confirmed to the Subcommittee that she gave 
guidance to the traders to position the book for another gain like in late 


JPMorgan Chase Task Force interview of Javier Martin- Artajo, CIO (partial readout to the 
Subcommittee on 9/6/2012). 

12/28/201 1 email from Javier Martin-Aitajo, CIO, to Ina Drew, CIO, “lOB RWA Target 
Reduction.ppt,’' JPM-CIO-PSI 0000039; JPMorgan Chase Task Force interview of Bruno Iksil, 
CIO {partial readout to the Subcommittee on 8/27/2012). See also 2013 JPMorgan Chase Task 
Force Report, at 28 (“a 35% proportional unwind of the [SCP] would result in a $ 1 0 billion 
RWA reduction, but could cost slightly more than $500 million”). 

Subcommittee interview of Ina Drew, CIO (9/7i^012). 

Subcommittee interview of Jamie Dimon, JPMorgan Chase (9/19/2012). 

Subcommittee interview of Douglas Braimstein, JPMorgan Chase (9/12/2012). 

Subcommittee interview of Irvin Goldman, CIO (9/15/2012). 

JPMorgan Chase Task Force interview of Bruno Iksil, CIO (partial readout to the 
Subcommittee on 8/27/2012). 

^^^Id. 
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201 1 In short, Ms. Drew indicated her preference to avoid reducing 
the SCP book in a way that would reduce its default protection and the 
opportunity to profit from future corporate defaults. 

On January 4, 2012, the CIO traders prepared a presentation for 
Ms. Drew, John Wilmot, and Irvin Goldman that set out the execution 
costs for unwinding the SCP. The cover email stated: “[Pjlease find 
attached a grid for the Core credit Book RWA reduction scenarios .... 
Currently any major reduction will lead to a very high cost through 
proportional reducing.”''®' That presentation estimated the execution 
cost for achieving a $10 billion reduction in RWA to be $5 16 million.''®^ 
The presentation also identified the possible lost profits from eliminating 
default protection if one or two corporations were to declare 
bankruptcy.''®^ 

On January 1 0, 2012, Javier Martin-Artajo, head of CIO equity and 
credit trading, sent an email to Ms. Drew informing her that initial 
efforts to unwind the SCP were proving costly: 

“Bruno has been unwi[n]ding some of these pos[i]tions 
opportunistic[al]ly. The other side of the P/L [profit and 
loss] is that it has been somewhat costly to unwind too so net 
net we have actually lost a little bit of money to unwind.” 

Ms. Drew responded: “Let’s review the unwind plan to maximize p 1 
[profit/loss]. We may have a tad more room on rwa.” Her comments 
followed information the day before, that the SCP’s RWA total might be 
better - that is, lower - than anticipated.''®'* Her comments also 
underscored her reluctance to incur the costs associated with unwinding 
the SCP. 


Subcommittee interview of Ina Drew, CIO (12/1 1/2012). See also 2013 JPMorgan Chase 
Task Force Report, at 3 (indicating CIO traders were “directed to ensure that the Synthetic Credit 
Portfolio was well-positioned for future corporate defaults”); 1/9/2012 email from Ina Drew, 
CIO, to John Wilmot, CIO, “CRM results for Q4,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0000073 (Ms. Drew wrote that 
she wished to avoid “deleveraging” the SCP book to maintain “option[al]ity”). Mr. Wilmot told 
the Subcommittee that “deleveraging” meant exiting positions. Subcommittee interview of John 
Wilmot, CIO (9/1 1/2012). JPMorgan Chase counsel explained that “optionality” referred to 
default protection. Id. (Jay Balacek). 

1/4/2012 email from Julien Grout, CIO, to Ina Drew, John Wilmot, and Javier Martin-Artajo, 
CIO, “RWA reduction for Core Credit- scenario analysis summary,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0001259. 

Id., at 260. 

Id. 

1/10/2012 email from Ina Drew, CIO, to Javier Matin-Artajo, CIO, “International Credit 
Consolidated P&L 09-Jan-2012,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0000075. Ms. Drew told the Subcommittee 
that, in January 2012, Mr. Dimon and Mr. Braunstein had not yet decided how much capital 
reduction would be sought from the CIO. Subcommittee interview of Ina Drew, CIO (9/7/2012). 
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According to the bank, it ultimately decided to require the CIO to 
meet its original RWA reduction target by the end of 2012, and no 

405 

more. 


(7) Eastman Kodak Default 

Another key development early in 2012, was a declaration of 
bankruptcy by still another U.S. corporation, Eastman Kodak. This 
time, however, instead of producing profits, the bankruptcy resulted in 
the SCP’s losing money - an outcome contrary to the SCP’s purported 
function of providing loss protection against precisely that type of 
default. The loss also ended up reinforcing the CIO’s decision to 
increase rather than decrease the size of the SCP. 

The Eastman Kodak loss had its roots in a December 2011 
decision to reduce the CIO’s net short position. JPMorgan Chase told 
the Subcommittee that in December 201 1,"*®* some short credit 
protection instruments held in the SCP book expired, which “opened up 
default exposure,” meaning it exposed the SCP to possible losses if 
certain corporations were to default, since the SCP held the long side of 
several credit index tranches that tracked individual companies.'*”’ 
Notwithstanding the instruction to reduce RWA and to maintain less 
protection due to the improving economic environment, the CIO traders 
decided to buy short credit protection to replace most, but not all, of the 
Instruments expiring in December. As an internal JPMorgan Chase 
presentation later explained in part: “In preparation for large expiry of 
HY [high yield] short risk positions in Dec’ 1 1 ... the HY short risk 
position [was] increased.” 

While the CIO traders acquired the new short credit instruments in 
December and early January,'*”’ they did not replace all of the expiring 
shorts due to the instruction to lower the SCP’s RWA and reduce its size 


2013 JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, at 28. It is unclear, however, what the ultimate 
RWA target was for the CIO in 2012, since different documents specified different targets, 
varying from $30 billion to $20 billion. See, e.g., id. (specifying $30 billion RWA reduction); 
JPMorgan Chase Task Force interview of Bruno Iksil, CIO (partial readout to the Subcommittee 
on 8/27/2012) (specifying $25 billion); 1/19/2012 email from Achilles Macris, CIO, to Ina Drew, 
CIO, and others, “Credit book Decision Table - Scenario clarification,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0000152 
(specifying $20 billion). According to Mr. Martin-Aitajo, the purpose of the RWA reduction 
had been to free up capital to enable the firm to buy back its stock from the marketplace. He 
indicated that the firm ultimately could not buy back as much stock as had been anticipated, 
which created less pressure to lower the CIO’s RWA by unwinding the SCP book. See also 
JPMorgan Chase Task Force interview of Javier Martin- Artajo, CIO (partial readout to the 
Subcommittee on 9/6/2012). 

Subcommittee briefing by JPMorgan Chase (9/4/2012) (Jeanette Boot). 

JPMorgan Chase Task Force interview of Achilles Macris, CIO (partial readout to the 
Subcommittee on 8/28/2012). For more information on credit indices, see Chapter II. 

See 5/2012 “JPM CIO Synthetic Credit Presentation,” at 2, JPM-CIO-PSI-H 0000546. 

See, e.g., 1/20/2012 email from Keith Stephan, CIO, to Irvin Goldman, CIO, and others, 
“Breach of firm var,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0000142 (indicating purchases of short risk positions from 
December 21 through January 19). 
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due to the improving macroeconomic climate. By January 10, 2012, Mr. 
Iksil reported internally that the SCP was less “short” than it had been at 
the end of December 201 1/^*^ which meant that it was providing less 
credit protection. 

On January 19, 2012, Eastman Kodak filed for bankruptcy,"*^ ^ and 
the SCP book “suffered significant losses as a result.”"**^ Mr. Goldman 
told the Subcommittee that because the SCP held long positions that 
were exposed to Eastman Kodak, but protection against the company’s 
default had rolled off in December, the SCP was caught having to make 
a substantial payout to its short counterparties when Eastman Kodak 
filed for bankruptcy."**^ One internal CIO document estimated the CIO’s 
loss at $50 million."**"* 

According to one CIO trader, they were told not to let an Eastman 
Kodak-type loss happen again."**^ In response, the CIO traders bought 
additional short credit protection on a variety of derivative indices."**^ 

(8) Credit Market Rally Devalues SCP 

January proved problematic for the traders beyond the $50 million 
loss related to the Eastman Kodak default on January 19. Throughout 
the month, the CTO purchased greater amounts of long credit protection 
as part of its new trading strategy. It also purchased more short credit 
protection to maintain its “upside on defaults” and prevent another 
Eastman Kodak-style loss. At the same time, as economies strengthened 
in the United States and elsewhere, worldwide credit markets rallied, 


1/10/2012 email from Bruno Iksil, CIO, to Keith Stephan, CIO, “CRM results for Q4,” JPM- 
CIO-PSl 0000083. 

See In re Eastman Kodak Company . Case No. 12-10202 (ALG) (Bankr. SONY), Voluntary 
petition for relief under Chapter 1 1 (1/19/2012), http://www.kcclIc.net/kodak. See also 
“Eastman Kodak Files for Bankruptcy,” New York Times (1/19/2012), 
http://dealbook.nytimes.eom/2012/01/19/eastman-kodak-files-for-bankruptcy/; Subcommittee 
briefing by JPMorgan Chase (9/4/2012) (Jeanette Boot); Subcommittee interview of Irvin 
Goldman, CIO (9/15/2012). 

2013 JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, at 30. 

Subcommittee interview of Irvin Goldman, CIO (9/15/2012). In connection with the 
Eastman Kodak loss, Mr. Goldman explained that if “a tranche rolls off that protects you, then if 
somebody defaults you lose money.” Id. For more information about credit index tranches, see 
Chapter II. 

See 3/29/2012 email from Bruno Iksil, CIO, to Javier Martin-Artajo, CIO, “First draft of the 
presentation,” conveying “CIO Synthetic Credit Update” (3/2012) at JPM-CIO-PSI 0001247- 
258, at 258. 

JPMorgan Chase Task Force interview of Bnino Iksil, CIO (partial readout to the 
Subcommittee on 8/27/2012); see also 2013 JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, at 30. 

2013 JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, at 30, footnote 33 (“Trading data shows that the 
traders had been adding some high-yield short positions throughout much of January, prior to 
this instruction. However, the additions increased substantially in the period after this 
instruction.”). See also, e.g., 1/20/2012 email from Keith Stephan, CIO, to Irvin Goldman and 
Peter Weiland, CIO, “Breach of firm var,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0000141-42 (indicating SCP bought 
enough protection to trigger a firm\vide VaR breach); 1/20/2012 email from MRM Reporting, 
JPMorgan Chase, to Jamie Dimon and others, JPMorgan Chase, “JPMC 95% lOQ VaR - Limit 
Excession Notification (COB 1/19/2012). 
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meaning that the value of long credit positions increased and the value 
of short credit positions fell.'”^ Since the value of short credit protection 
generally declined, the SCP book also lost value.'"* As the OCC 
explained it to the Subcommittee, general market movements went 
against tbe CIO in January 2012.'" 

The result was that the SCP experienced nine straight days of 
losses in the second half of January. The OCC told the Subcommittee 
that the ratio of days with losses versus days with profits was already 
“ugly” at that point - long before credit positions added in February and 
March accelerated the SCP losses.'*^’ Under U.S. generally accepted 
accounting principles (GAAP), the value of derivatives, including credit 
derivatives, has to be recorded at their fair market value - “marked to 
market” - at the close of each business day.''^^ That meant the decreased 
value of the SCP’s short position had to be recorded on the CIO’s books, 
even if no derivative instruments were actually traded during the day. In 
a January 26, 2012 email, the head trader in charge of the SCP book 
prepared a report for CIO managers indicating that the SCP book has 
already lost $100 million and predicting further losses of $300 
million.''^^ 

It was while these losses were piling up that critical decisions were 
made that ultimately resulted in the much more massive SCP losses 
JPMorgan experienced. According to Javier Martin- Artajo, head of the 
CIO’s equity and credit trading operation, it was then that the head of 
the CIO’s International Office, Achilles Macris, told him that the SCP 
book was no longer needed to hedge tail risk at the bank and should be 
reshaped, primarily to put a stop to the losses it was experiencing.''^'' 

Mr. Martin-Artajo later told the JPMorgan Chase Task Force 
investigation that, despite Mr. Macris’s comment, he still viewed the 


Subcommittee interview of Peter Weiland, CIO (8/29^012). 

Subcommittee briefing by JPMorgan Chase (8/15/2012) (Jeanette Boot); Subcommittee 
interview of Michael Sullivan, OCC (8/30/2012). See also 2013 JPMorgan Chase Task Force 
Report, at 26 (stating that in the fourth quarter of 201 1, the SCP held an overall net short 
position). 


See Synthetic Credit Profit and Loss, OCC-SPI-00000298, and chart tracking the SCP’s daily 
profit and loss reports in Chapter IV. 

Subcommittee interview of Michael Kirk, OCC (8/22/2012). 

See Section 3.3: Securities and Derivatives of the FDIC Risk Management Manual of 
Examination Policies, at 6 and 16. htlp://www.fdic.gov/regulations/safety/manual/section3- 


3.pdf. 

^ 1/26/2012 email from Bruno Iksil, CIO, to Julien Grout, CIO, “credit book last 
version,”conveying “Core Credit Book Highlights,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0000159-173, at 161. 

JPMorgan Chase Task Force interview of Javier Martin-Artajo, CIO (partial readout to the 
Subcommittee on 9/6/2012). Irvin Goldman, the CIO’s Chief Risk Officer, told the 
Subcommittee that the decision to stop using the SCP as a hedge was actually made in December 
2011. Subcommittee interview of Irvin Goldman, CIO (9/15/2012). See also JPMorgan Chase 
Task Force Report, at 29 (indicating CIO trader was told that the“focus in managing the [SCP] at 
that point should be on profits and losses”). 
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SCP book as a hedge.'*^^ In any event, the issue in late January was 
whether to sell off the short positions; take no action when positions 
naturally expired; purchase long positions; or take some other action to 
reshape the SCP. 

The evidence indicates that CIO management gave only cursory 
attention to the option of leaving the SCP book as-is, since the book 
would have continued to lose value during the credit market rally, as was 
the case for hedges and short positions generally.'*^*’ According to Mr. 
Martin-Artajo, Mr. Maoris did not want to lose money and, in fact, 
would be “angry” to lose money At one point at the end of January, 
Mr. Iksil sent Mr. Martin-Artajo an email advising that they should just 
“take the pain fast” and “let it go.’’^'^* But according to Mr. Iksil, his 
supervisor Mr. Martin-Artajo disagreed and explicitly instructed him to 

429 

stop losing money. 

The second option, unwinding the book, had already been 
calculated to cost a minimum of $516 million.'*^'’ Mr. Martin-Artajo 
later told the JPMorgan Chase Task Force investigation that Mr. Macris 
did not want to lose money at all, but particularly did not want to lose 
money from unwinding the book.'*^' In addition, Ms. Drew had already 
expressed concern about the high cost of unwinding the book.''^^ 

(9) Four Options to Reshape the SCP 

On January 1 8, 2012, the day before the Kodak default and the 
start of the nine straight days of losses in the SCP, Ms. Drew convened a 
meeting to discuss the SCP and, in particular, how to reduce its RWA.''” 


JPMorgan Chase Task Force interview of Javier Martin-Artajo, CIO (partial readout to the 
Subcommittee on 9/6/2012). 

Hedges, like insurance, cost money to keep in place. The CIO traders, however, appeared 
unwilling to absorb the cost of this “insurance,” trying instead to position the SCP book to 
produce gains rather than reflect the costs of maintaining credit loss protection. 

JPMorgan Chase Task Force interview of Javier Martin-Artajo, CIO (partial readout to 
Subcommittee on 9/6/2012). (According to Mr. Martin-Artajo, “Achilles told me every day 
every minute that he would be angry with P&L loss.”). 

1/30/2012 email from Bruno Iksil, CIO, to Javier Martin-Artajo, CIO, JPM-CIO-PSI 0001225 
(Mr. Iksil also warned: “there is more loss coming in core credit book”). 

JPMorgan Chase Task Force interview of Bruno Iksil, CIO (partial readout to the 
Subcommittee on 8/27/2012). 

1/4/2012 email from Julien Grout, CIO, to Ina Drew, John Wilmol, and Javier Martin-Artajo, 
CIO, “RWA reduction for Core Credit- scenario analysis summary,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0001259- 
260, at 260. The $5 1 6 million was the projected cost for unwinding just 35% of the SCP. 

JPMorgan Chase Task Force interview of Javier Martin-Artajo, CIO (partial readout to the 
Subcommittee on 9/6/2012). 

See 1/10/2012 email from Ina Drew, CIO, to Javier Martin-Artajo, CIO, “International Credit 
Consolidated P&L 09-Jan-2012,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0000075. 

See 1/18/2012 email from Bruno Iksil, CIO, to Julien Grout, CIO, “Meeting materials for 
1 lam meeting,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0000098-104, conveying presentation entitled, “Core Credit Book 
Highlights,” (earlier email in chain from Andrew Perryman, CIO, to Gina Serpico, who was Ms. 
Drew’s assistant: “Hi Gina, Please find attached a copy of the meeting materials for Ina’s 3 pm 
meeting with Javier, Achilles and Bruno.”). See also 2013 JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, 



235 


80 

In preparation for the meeting, Mr. Iksil provided Ms. Drew a 
written presentation with key information about the The first 

page of the presentation focused on the SCP’s RWA. Specifically, it 
compared the SCP’s RWA results using the bank’s standard RWA 
model, which had been developed by the bank’s Model Risk and 
Development group (also referred to as Quantitative Research or “QR,” 
a function located within JPMorgan Chase’s bankwide risk group), 
versus the SCP’s RWA results using a model newly developed by the 
CIO. The presentation noted that the CIO’s “Core Credit Book RWA’’ 
under the bank’s QR model was $40.3 billion, while under the CIO 
model it was $20.9 billion.'*^^ The CIO’s Chief Market Risk Officer told 
the Subcommittee that the new CIO model was a “shadow model”'*^® 
that had been developed by the CIO’s quantitative expert, Patrick 
Hagan. Mr. Hagan told the Subcommittee that he had not developed a 
fully functioning, alternative RWA model for the CIO at that time, but 
acknowledged that he had worked on the major contributors to the RWA 
model and had provided the $20.9 billion estimate used in the 
presentation."*^^ Mr. Iksil’s presentation indicated that as of mid- 
January, implementing the CIO’s shadow RWA model would have had 
the effect of reducing the SCP’s apparent RWA by almost 50%. 

At the time the presentation was prepared, the Synthetic Credit 
Portfolio had already grown to enormous size. The presentation 
described just three of its credit derivative holdings as follows: 

Credit Index IG9 - $278 billion in gross notional value; 

Credit Index HYIO and 1 1 - $1 15 billion in gross notional value; 

and 

Main iTraxx S9 - $90 billion in gross notional value."*^® 


at 29 (describing January 18 meeting involving Ms. Drew, Mr. Wilmot, Mr. Weiland, and “two 
senior members” of the SCP team to discuss the SCP and RWA reduction). 

1/18/2012 email from Bruno Iksil, CIO, to Julien Grout, CIO, “Meeting materials for Ham 
meeting,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0000098-104, conveying presentation entitled, “Core Credit Book 
Highlights,” (see earlier email in chain from Andrew Perryman, CIO, to Gina Serpico, who was 
Ms. Drew’s assistant: “Hi Gina, Please find attached a copy of the meeting materials for Ina’s 3 
pm meeting with Javier, Achilles and Bruno.”). See also JPMorgan Chase Task Force interview 
of Javier Martin- Artajo, JPMorgan Chase (partial readout to the Subcommittee on 9/6/2012). 

1/18/2012 email from Bruno Iksil, CIO, to Julien Grout, CIO, “Meeting materials for 11am 
meeting,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0000098-1 04, conveying presentation entitled, “Core Credit Book 
Highlights.” 

Subcommittee interview of Peter Weiland, CIO (8/29/2012). 

Subcommittee interview of Patrick Hagan, CIO (2/7/2013). For more information about 
RWA, see Chapter II; for more information about the CIO’s efforts to produce an alternative 
RWA model, see Chapter V. 

1/18/2012 email from Bruno Iksil, CIO, to Julien Grout, CIO, “Meeting materials for llam 
meeting,” conveying presentation entitled, “Core Credit Book Highlights” (January 2012), at 
JPM-CIO-PSI 0000101. The IG9 tracked 125 investment grade companies in the United States; 
the HYIO and 1 1 each tracked 100 companies at higher risk of default; the Main ITraxx S9 
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Those credit positions were inherently higher risk, due to their synthetic 
nature which meant that no real economic asset lay behind the positions 
to stem any losses. The GAAP requirement that the positions’ fair value 
be recorded on the SCP’s books each day also contributed to SCP price 
volatility. In addition, the huge size of the holdings meant that even a 
small drop in price resulted in substantial losses. The complexity of the 
holdings also meant that they interacted in unpredictable ways. The 
higher risk nature of these positions on top of their huge size all boosted 
the SCP’s RWA. 

The next day, January 19, 2012, to follow up on the prior day’s 
meeting, Mr. Martin-Artajo sent Ms. Drew an email describing four 
scenarios for reducing the SCP’s RWA that had been discussed during 
the meeting: 

“Ina, 

[A]s a follow up from yesterday[’]s conversation regarding 
the tranche book 1 would like to further clarify the different 
scenarios and assumptions for each of them. 

The first scenario is the one discussed when you were in 
London an[d] is a scenario that we reduce our book to the 
agreed [RWA] target at year end 2012 of 20.5 Bln but the 
current model used by QR remains. This ... strategy ... would 
have high trading costs and a higher risk profile so that we 
could also have a large drawdown [loss]. 

The second scenario ... is a scenario that we meet the year 
end target by opportunistically reducing the necessary legs 
and optimization is used'*^^ following the current QR model 
guidelines .... 

The third scenario is possible if we get the new [CIO] model 


The fourth scenario is our Target scenario and the one we are 
hoping to implement ... by midyear.”'*'^® 

Each of the four scenarios turned on whether the CIO would be 
required to use the bank’s official “QR” model or its own shadow model 
to calculate RWA; and whether the CIO traders would be permitted to 


tracked 125 investment companies in Europe. For more information on credit indices, see 
Chapter 11. 

The reference to “legs” is to the SCP’s trading strategy in which it made coordinated 
acquisitions of credit derivatives with both shorter and longer term maturities, and recommended 
that both sets of derivatives be reduced. The reference to “optimization” is to a strategy designed 
by Mr. Martin-Artajo to offset long and short credit instruments to lower their overall risk. 
Subcommittee interview of Patrick Hagan, CIO (2/7/2013). 

1/19/2012 email from Javier Martin-Artajo, CIO, to Ina Drew, CIO, and others, “Credit book 
Decision Table - Scenario Clarification,” at JPM-CIO-PSI 0000105-106. 
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engage in “opportunistic risk reduction” with respect to the SCP/'" 
According to Mr. Martin-Artajo, “opportunistic risk reduction” meant 
that risk could be reduced in a way that minimized execution costs, and 
that the risk reduction did not have to be completed quickly, but could 

• 442 

occur over time. 

Mr. Martin-Artajo attached to his email a “Decision Table” 
describing the four scenarios, a copy of which is reprinted below."^"^^ 


Id., at 106. 

JPMorgan Chase Task Force interview of Javier Martin-Artajo, CIO (partial readout to the 
Subcommittee on 9/6/2012). 

1/19/2012 email from Javier Martin-Artajo, CIO, to Ina Drew, CIO, and others, “Credit book 
Decision Table - Scenario Clarification,” at JPM-CIO-PSI 0000106. Mr. Hagan told the 
Subcommittee that, despite the fact that the Decision Table featured his RWA model and 
contrasted it with the bank’s standard RWA model, he was not consulted about it, was unaware 
of the Decision Table at the time it was created, and had not seen it prior to his interview. 
Subcommittee interview of Patrick Hagan, CIO (2/7/2013). 



Source: 1/19/2012 email from Javier Martin-Artajo, CIO, to Ina Drew, CIO, and others, “Credit 
book Decision Table - Scenario Clarification,” at JPM-CIO-PSI 0000106. 
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Of the four scenarios laid out in the Decision Table, the fourth, or 
“Target Scenario,” had the lowest “drawdown” or expected loss/"'"’ 
Under the first two scenarios, if the QR model prevailed, produced a 
higher RWA, and required the CIO to reduce SCP assets, the Decision 
Table estimated the SCP losses at $200 to $300 million, depending upon 
whether the traders reduced the risk actively - meaning immediately -- or 
opportunistically - meaning over time.'*'*^ Under the third scenario, if 
the CIO model prevailed and the traders reduced risk actively, the 
Decision Table estimated losses at $150 million. Under the final 
scenario, if the CIO model prevailed and the traders reduced risk over 
time, the Decision Table estimated the losses at $100 million."'^'® 

A week after Mr. Martin-Artajo sent Ms. Drew the email 
describing the four scenarios and providing the Decision Table, Mr. Iksll 
included the Decision Table again in a January 26 presentation 
proposing a trading strategy for the CIO on “the trades that make 
sense.”'*'* Mr. Iksil later told the JPMorgan Chase Task Force 
investigation that the last scenario in the table was the one that the CIO 
traders began to pursue.*'** 

The Subcommittee asked Ms. Drew about the Decision Table. In 
her first interview, Ina Drew told the Subcommittee that she had never 
seen it before. In her second interview, the Subcommittee staff drew her 
attention to Mr. Martin-Artajo’s email, which indicated that he had 
discussed the scenarios with her, described them again in his email, and 
also sent her the table. Ms. Drew conceded that she did receive the 
Decision Table as an attachment to another email later on, but said she 
did not focus on it.'*'*^ The Subcommittee has been unable to identify 
any documentation establishing Ms. Drew’s approval of the RWA 
reduction strategy described in the fourth scenario, although it’s difficult 
to understand why Mr. Martin-Artajo would have discussed the options 
with her, followed up with an email, and had one of his traders include 
the Decision Table in a subsequent presentation, if he had not intended 
to inform her of the strategy and obtain her approval before proceeding. 


1/19/2012 email from Javier Martin-Artajo, CIO, to Ina Drew, CIO, and others, “Credit book 
Decision Table - Scenario Clarification/’ JPM-CIO-PSI 0000106. The OCC explained to the 
Subcommittee that a drawdown in this context is a loss that is expected to occur. Subcommittee 
interview of Michael Sullivan, OCC (1 1/7/2012). 

1/19/2012 email from Javier Martin-Artajo, CIO, to Ina Drew, CIO, and others, “Credit book 
Decision Tabic ~ Scenario Clarification,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0000106. 

446 

See 1/26/2012 email from Bruno Iksil, CIO, to Andrew Perryman, CIO, “credit book last 
version,” conveying “Core Credit Book Highlights,” (January 2012), prepared by Mr. Iksil, at 
JPM-CIO-PSI 0000161. 

JPMorgan Chase Task Force interview of Bruno Iksil, CIO (partial readout to the 
Subcommittee on 8/27/2012). 

Subcommittee interview of Ina Drew, CIO (12/II/20I2). The Decision Table she received 
was attached to the Iksil email sent a week later. See 1/26/2012 email from Bruno Iksil, CTO, to 
Andrew Perryman, CIO, “credit book last version,” conveying “Core Credit Book Highlights” 
prepared by Mr. Iksil, at JPM-CIO-PSI 0000161. 
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The analysis undertaken in the January 1 8 presentation was 
designed to reduce the SCP’s RWA so that the RWA for the CIO as a 
whole, and in turn, for the bank as a whole, would also drop and reduce 
the bank’s capital requirements. Immediately after the presentation, 
however, the SCP began to experience a series of dramatic losses 
stemming from the Eastman Kodak default on January 19, and the credit 
market rally that reduced the value of the SCP’s credit holdings, leading 
to SCP losses totaling $100 million by the end of January. JPMorgan 
Chase has acknowledged that the traders’ goals of reducing RWA and 
avoiding losses were in “constant tension.”'*^® By the end of January, 
these problems converged, and the traders came up with a solution that 
they believed would address both problems. 

(10) Decision to Go Long 

In the second half of January 2012, the CIO traders were 
confronted with a series of complex objectives: to stem the losses in its 
credit portfolio, reduce the SCP’s RWA, and maintain default protection 
to take advantage of any large corporate defaults."'^’ The traders had 
also received permission to reduce the SCP’s RWA opportunistically, 
rather than immediately. 

The traders decided against simply unwinding the SCP book by 
disposing of its assets, in part because the trading costs associated that 
type of broad “unwind” of the portfolio was expected to be $590 
million.^^^ In addition, removing short positions would have made it 
impossible to prevent Eastman Kodak-style losses or obtain American 
Airlines-style gains. The CIO traders decided instead to advocate 
buying more credit positions that were “long” on risk, that is, where the 
CIO was essentially selling insurance against future credit defaults. 

The SCP already had some long credit positions on its book, but its 
longstanding overall position was to be net short. In other words, most 
of the SCP’s credit assets would produce gains only when a referenced 
entity declared bankruptcy or defaulted on its debts. Since the original 
function of the SCP was to provide the bank with insurance against 
credit risks such as loan losses, bankruptcies, or tail risks, it seems 
contradictory for a hedge book that was meant to protect a bank against 
credit risk to decide to sell protection against credit risk. 

The CIO traders apparently reasoned, however, that, just as buying 
protection required CIO to pay a premium, selling protection would 


Levin Office briefing of JPMorgan Chase (6/26/2012) (Harry Wei.ss). 

The JPMorgan Chase Task Force later criticized CIO management for establishing 
“competing and inconsistent priorities” for the SCP “without adequately exploring or 
understanding how the priorities would be simultaneously addressed.” 2013 JPMorgan Chase 
Task Force Report, at 10. 

See 1/19/2012 email from Javier Martin-Artajo, CIO, to InaDrew, CIO, and others, “Credit 
book Deeision Table - Scenario Clarification,” at JPM-CIO-PSI 0000106. 
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allow the CIO to collect premiums, which they often referred to as 
“carry.”"^^^ It could then use this carry both to finance other credit trades 
and offset losses.'*^'* In addition, the CIO traders expressed the view that 
the CIO could use the new credit assets to reduce the SCP’s RWA, by 
balancing the long positions against its short positions."*^^ Still another 
benefit was that the value of the long credit protection would increase 
during a market rally so, according to CIO’s market risk officer at the 
time, adding longs would help balance the portfolio’s losses if the credit 
market continued to rally Finally, buying long credit products 
financed the CIO’s purchase of more short positions, enabling the CIO 
to retain its ability to profit from another American Airlines-type 
default/^’ 

In short, the CIO traders began accumulating long credit 
derivatives - selling credit protection - in a mistaken effort to address all 
of the CIO’s problems at once; to offset losses by producing carry, 
reduce RWA, add appreciating positions to the portfolio during the 
market rally, and allow the CIO to maintain default protection. 

(1 1) Adoption of 2012 Trading Strategy 

Accordingly, on January 26, 2012, Mr. Iksil prepared a 
presentation for the CIO’s International Senior Management Group 
(ISMG) advocating a new trading strategy in which the CIO would buy 


‘‘f Subcommittee briefing by JPMorgan Chase (10/4/2012) (Olivier Vigneron). 

According to JPMorgan Chase’s then CFO, Douglas Braunstein, the “long positions helped 
pay for the carry” for the short positions. Subcommittee interview of Douglas Braunstein, 
JPMorgan Chase (9/12/2012). CIO’s former CFO, John Wilmot, agreed; the traders “earned” 
carry on the credit products where they “took risk” — that is, where they were exposed to risk by 
selling credit protection that would have to pay up if a specified credit event occurred. 
Subcommittee interview of John Wilmot, CIO (9/1 1/2012). The SCP even included $30 million 
in the SCP budget for 20 1 2, as the estimated amount of carry the traders expected to produce 
from selling credit protection. Id. See also 2013 JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, at 30-3 1 . 

See 12/22/2011 email from Bruno Iksil to Achilles Macris and Javier Martin-Artajo, CIO, 

“urgent : Rwa,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0001227 (stating Mr. Iksil had reduced RWA in the past by 

selling protection). The CIO’s former CFO, Joseph Bonocore, told the Subcommittee that he 
agreed it was possible to reduce RWA by taking offsetting positions, although the positions 
would have to be in the same instruments. Subcommittee interview of Joseph Bonocore, CIO 
(9/1 1/2012). C.S. Venkatakrishnan, a risk expert at the bank, concurred, telling the 
Subcommittee that RWA could “typically” be reduced by offsetting instruments but only with 
the exact same characteristics, including the same “tenor” or maturity date and counterparty. 
Subcommittee interview of C.S. Venkatakrishnan, JPMorgan Chase (10/25/2012). See also 
4/9/2012 email from John Wilmot, CIO, to Ina Drew, CIO, and others, “Deliverables for meeting 
tomorrow,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0001645 (referring to conversation with CFO Douglas Braunstein, 
who explained that selling protection might not have been as economic, from an RWA 
perspective, as reducing the existing protection); JPMorgan briefing (7/5/2012) (Greg Baer). 

Subcommittee interview of Peter Wetland, CIO (8/29/2012), 

See, e.g., 5/3/2012 email from Irvin Goldman, CIO, to Douglas Braunstein, JPMorgan Chase, 
and others, “CSW 10%,” conveying “CIO Synthetic Credit” presentation (5/2012), JPM-CIO- 
PSl-H 0000549 (presentation indicating that the SCP sought to retain the upside on potential 
defaults and thus sold protection on investment grade indices). 
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more long credit derivatives."'** The ISMG was, as its name indicates, a 
group of senior managers within the CIO’s International Office, 
including Mr. Macris, Mr. Martin-Artajo, and CIO risk personnel, 
including Keith Stephan."**^ The ISMG participants were resident in the 
CIO’s London office, and Ms. Drew attended their meetings when she 
was in London."'^*’ Ms. Drew told the Subcommittee that she considered 
the ISMG to be the appropriate level for an SCP strategy review."*^' 

The Iksil presentation began by noting that “the credit book ha[d] a 
YTD [year-to-date]” loss of $100 million and was expected to lose 
another $300 million."'®^ The presentation identified several sources of 
the loss. Including the “rally in US HY [High Yield credit index] and 
defaults at the same time (as Eastman Kodak this year).”"*®* It also stated 
that the SCP already included some long credit instruments which were 
providing “offsetting gains to the loss,” both because the long assets had 
gained value and, due to the premiums being paid by the short parties, 
were producing carry.'’®"' 

Mr. Iksil’s presentation then proposed executing “the trades that 
make sense.”"*®* Specifically, it proposed: 

“The trades that make sense: 

• sell the forward spread and buy protection on the 
tightening move 

o Use indices and add to existing position 
o Go long risk on some belly tranches especially 
where defaults may realize 
o Buy protection on HY and Xover in rallies and 
turn the position over to monetize volatility”"'®® 

This proposal encompassed multiple, complex credit trading 
strategies, using jargon that even the relevant actors and regulators could 


'*** 1/26/2012 email from Bruno Iksil, CIO, to Andrew Perryman, CIO, “credit book last 
version,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0000159-173, conveying “Core Credit Book Highlights,” (1/2012), 
prepared by Mr. Iksil; Subcommittee interview of Peter Weiland, CIO (8/29/2012). 

JPMorgan Chase Task Force interview of Javier Martin-Artajo, CIO (partial readout to the 
Subcommittee on 9/6/2012). 

Subcommittee interview of Ina Drew, CIO (9/7/2012). 

Id. See also JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, at 32, footnote 39 (stating “there is no 
evidence that Ms. Drew received” the Iksil presentation and that she only “generally” understood 
“around this time that the traders were planning to add long positions,” thereby implying that the 
ISMG rather than Ms. Drew actually approved the trading strategy in January 2012). 

1/26/2012 email from Bruno Iksil, CIO, to Andrew Perryman, CIO, “credit book last 
version,” conveying “Core Credit Book Highlights,” (I/20I2), prepared by Mr. Iksil, JPM-CIO- 
PSI 0000161. 

^«Id. 

464 id_ 

^^^Id. 

466 
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not understand. Because the traders themselves declined the 
Subcommittee ’s request for interviews and were outside of the 
Subcommittee’s subpoena authority, the Subcommittee asked other 
current and former CIO personnel to explain the proposal. Ina Drew, 
CIO head, told the Subcommittee that the presentation was unclear, and 
she could not explain exactly what it meant."**’ Irvin Goldman, then the 
CIO’s Chief Risk Officer, told the Subcommittee that the presentation 
did not provide enough information to clarify its meaning."**® Peter 
Weiland, the CIO Market Risk Officer, offered the explanation that Mr. 
Iksil was basically describing a strategy of buying low and selling 
high."**^ No CIO official offered a more detailed explanation of the 
specific trading strategies set forth in the January proposal. 

The OCC told the Subcommittee that while it agreed the 
presentation was confusing, senior CIO management should have 
understood exactly what was being proposed before allowing billions of 
dollars in trades, and should have been able to explain the 
presentation."*’** The OCC provided the Subcommittee with its 
understanding of the proposed trading strategies as follows. 

Selling the forward spread: The presentation proposed buying 
credit protection in the short term and selling credit protection in 
the long term."*’* 

Buy protection on the tightening move: The presentation proposed 
essentially buying credit protection when it was less expensive."*’^ 
As noted above, when credit markets are improving, credit 
insurance becomes less costly. 

Turn the position over to monetize volatility: The presentation 
proposed selling SCP positions to take advantage of changing 
prices and locking in any profits."*’^ Coupled with the purchase of 
protection “on the tightening move,” the presentation was 
essentially proposing to buy low and sell high."”"* 

Go long risk on some belly tranches: The reference to “belly 
tranches” is unclear. Most likely, belly tranches are credit index 
tranches which contain less risk than the equity tranches but more 
than the super senior tranches."*’* The presentation appears to 
propose buying the long side of those credit instruments. 


467 

468 

469 

470 

471 

472 

473 

474 

475 


See, e.g., Subcommittee interview of Ina Drew, CIO (9/7/2012). 
Subcommittee interview of Irvin Goldman, CIO (9/15/2012). 
Subcommittee interview of Peter Weiland, CIO (8/29/2012). 
Subcommittee interview of Michael Sullivan, OCC (8/30/2012). 

Id. 

Id. 

Id. 

Id. 

For more information on these credit index tranches, see Chapter II. 
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Use indices and add to existing position: The presentation noted 

that the SCP already had some long credit index positions on the 

books/™ and proposed expanding those holdings. 

In addition to advocating those particular trading strategies, the 
presentation contained a warning about possible losses. In a section 
entitled, “Adverse scenarios and possible drawdowns,” the proposal 
stated that if unanticipated defaults occurred, they could impose costs of 
$200 million “upfront,” and if prices failed to behave as expected, 
additional losses of $300 million were possible.'*^’ In other words, the 
proposal warned from the beginning that its trading strategies could 
result in losses totaling $500 million. 

The Subcommittee has not identified any formal approval 
document, but the ISMG apparently approved the proposed trading 
strategies, since the CIO traders immediately began implementing them 
in late January, in particular by buying substantial amounts of the IG9 
credit derivative index on the long side.'*’* This trading strategy would 
prove, however, in the words of Mr. Dimon, to have been “poorly 
conceived and vetted. 

D. SCP’s Increasing Risk and Losses 

As the CIO traders implemented the new trading strategy and 
began acquiring more long positions in late January, the SCP exploded 
in size, complexity, and, consequently, risk. In contrast to its earlier 
years when the Synthetic Credit Portfolio produced positive revenues for 
the bank, beginning in January 2012, the SCP began incurring sustained 
losses. The CIO traders expressed increasing concern about the losses, 
which they were unable to stem, in part because of dropping market 
values, the large size of the portfolio which meant that even small price 
drops cascaded into large losses, and the small number of credit market 
participants willing to purchase the positions held by the SCP at an 
acceptable price. Even after the CIO traders stopped all SCP trading, the 
SCP book incurred escalating losses for the rest of the year. 

(1) January 2012 

As noted above, in June 201 1, the CIO began to increase the size 
of the Synthetic Credit Portfolio in anticipation of deteriorating credit 


Subcommittee interview of Michael Sullivan, OCC (8/30/2012). 

1/26/2012 email from Bruno Iksil, CIO, to Andrew Perryman, CIO, “credit book last 
version,” conveying “Core Credit Book Highlights,” (January 20 1 2), prepared by Mr. Iksil, at 
JPM-CIO-PSI 0000165. 

See 2013 JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, at 3 1 (stating that by the end of January, the 
CIO traders had purchased about a $20 billion long position in the 10-year IG9 credit index and 
another $12 billion long position in the 5-year IG9 credit index). 

Testimony of Jamie Dimon, “A Breakdown in Risk Management: What Went Wrong at 
JPMorgan Chase?” before the U.S. Senate Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs, 
S.Hrg. 112-715(June 13,2012). 
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markets associated with Europe. By August 30, 2011, the SCP included 
forward trades in the form of a “long front leg” and a “short back leg” in 
the IG9 credit index."*®® JPMorgan Chase told the Subcommittee that the 
CIO chose the IG9 index, because it referenced credit default swaps for 
only investment grade companies, which were less likely to default and 
provided a solid foundation for a trading strategy that involved selling 
credit protection (going “long risk”)."**' 

The Iksil presentation on January 26, 2012, proposed, not to 
unwind, but to increase the size of the SCP book of assets. "'*^ After the 
ISMG meeting, the CIO traders did just that, buying and selling credit 
protection across a wide variety of high yield and investment grade 
purchases, but in general, buying more credit protection against high 
yield defaults and selling more protection for investment grade 
companies. ‘’*® The traders thus increased the size of both legs of their 
existing trades - the high yield and investment grade - incurring more 
risk along the way."**"* 

The CIO appears to have adopted the Iksil trading strategy even 
though he had warned that the book had already lost $100 million and 
the new strategy could, if it didn’t go well, result in losses of another 
$500 million."*** One trader explained the losses as the result of a 
combination of factors: the high-yield short positions losing more value 
than expected and the investment-grade long positions gaining less value 
than expected."*** When the Subcommittee asked the OCC about those 
losses, the OCC explained that the bank had not informed it of either the 
losses or the new trading strategy at the time, but since the CIO was 
already losing money with its trading strategy, the traders should have 


JPMorgan Chase Task Force interview of Achilles Macris, CIO (partial readout to the 
Subcommittee on 9/6/2012). 

Subcommittee briefing by JPMorgan Chase (8/15/2012) (Jeanette Boot). JPMorgan Chase 
told the Subcommittee that the SCP used the 1G9 index on both sides of its forward trades, with 
the “short leg” (buying credit protection) maturing in December 2012, and the “long leg” (selling 
credit protection) maturing in 2017. Id. The trade meant the CIO was both liable for and 
protected against defaults in investment grade companies through December 2012, but thereafter 
was liable for only defaults in investment grade companies through December 2017. See, e.g., 
4/1 1/2012 email from John Wilmot, CIO, to Jamie Dimon, JPMorgan Chase, and others, 
“synthetic credit information,” conveying presentation, at 5, JPM-CIO-PSI-0001706 (describing 
the “roll-off’ of protection in December 2012), This characterization pertains to the IG9 forward 
trade and does not necessarily reflect the sum total of the CIO’s positions. 

1/26/2012 email from Bruno Iksil, CIO, to Andrew Perryman, CIO, “credit book last 
version,” conveying “Core Credit Book Highlights,” (1/2012), prepared by Mr. Iksil, at JPM- 
CIO-PSI 0000161. 

Subcommittee interview of John Wilmot, CIO (9/11/12), 

JPMorgan Chase Task Force interview of Javier Martin-Artajo, JPMorgan Chase (partial 
readout to the Subcommittee on 9/6/20 1 2). 

1 /26/20 1 2 email from Bruno Iksil, CIO, to Andrew Perryman, CIO, “credit book last 
version,” conveying “Core Credit Book Highlights,” (1/2012), prepared by Mr. Iksil, at JPM- 
CIO-PSl 0000162 (explaining “credit book has a YTD P&L of -lOOM,” unanticipated defaults 
could impose costs of $200 million “upfront,” and if prices failed to behave as expected, 
additional losses of $300 million were possible). 

See 2013 JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, at 33. 
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stopped, rather than expanded its use."**’ The OCC further told the 
Subcommittee that the CIO apparently did not stop, because it did not 
want to take the additional, short-term losses that would have resulted 
from simply reducing the size of the SCP.'*** 

The losses continued for the rest of January, including after Mr. 
Iksil began to execute the January 26 strategy and increase the size of 
the SCP book. On January 30, 2012, Mr. Iksil sent his supervisor, Mr. 
Martin-Artajo, an email warning of additional losses and poor liquidity 
in the credit markets, and seeking guidmce on what to do. He noted that 
the trading strategy called for purchasing more credit instruments - 
adding “notionals” - which “increase[d] the issues with the risks and the 
size” of the portfolio. 

“[W]e have to report a loss in the widening today, much less 
because the book has a long risk bias. Comes month end and 
we cannot really prevent the forward spreads from moving up 
.... To trade ... is costly and leads to increase in notionals. 

We need to discuss at this stage I guess; All I see is that 
liquidity is so poor that we just add notionals with the stress. 

So that improves the outright final P&L [profit and loss] 
number but this increases the issues with the risks and the 
size, as well as our sensitivity to price moves and trading 
costs .... [T]he only one I see is to stay as we are and let the 
book simply die 

In his email, Mr. Iksil singled out the “poor” liquidity then in the 
market, which meant that he had difficulty locating buyers for the SCP’s 
assets. He also alluded to how purchasing long credit instruments meant 
the book received premium payments from the short parties which 
“improve[d] the outright final P&L number,” but at the same time 
increased the size of the portfolio and its “sensitivity to price moves and 
trading costs.” In other words, buying new long positions brought in 
more valuable positions as well as cash carry that could be used to offset 
the book’s daily losses, but it also increased the portfolio size which 
meant that even small price drops rolled into large daily losses. After 
noting the tradeoffs between the portfolio’s increasing size and risk of 
loss, Mr. Iksil wrote that in his view the “only” course of action was “to 
stay as we are and let the book simply die.” In other words, he 
advocated against buying additional credit positions and allowing the 
existing positions to expire with the attendant losses. 


Subcommittee interview of Mike Sullivan, OCC (8/30/2012). 

Subcommittee interview of Doug McLaughlin, OCC (8/30/2012). 

1/30/2012 email from Bruno Iksil, CIO, to Javier Martin-Artajo, CIO, “update on core credit 
book,” JPM-CIO-PSl 0001223. 



247 


92 

In the same January 30 email, Mr. Iksil expressed concern about 
the danger of taking on ever-increasing positions under the new trading 
strategy: 

“[T]he control of the drawdown [loss] now is generating 
issues that make the book only bigger in notionals .... [T]he 
notionals become scary and [the] upside is limited unless we 
have really unexpected scenarios. In the meantime, we face 
larger and larger drawdown pressure versus the risk due to 
notional increase. Please let me know the course of action I 
should take here.”''^® 

The Subcommittee was unable to locate any written record of any 
guidance provided by Mr. Martin-Artajo in response. 

That same day, January 30, 2012, Mr. Macris sent an email to Mr. 
Martin-Artajo also expressing concern about the ongoing losses: 

“We need to discuss the synthetic book. The current strategy 
doesn’t seem to work-out. The intention was to be more 
bullish, but the book doesn’t behave as intended .... The 
financial [p]erformance is worrisome.”"*’' 

In hindsight, it appears that the CIO essentially took the trading 
strategy that had worked during the bear market of the second half of 
2011, and applied it to the bull market in the early part of 2012, with 
disastrous results."*’^ Not only did the SCP’s short positions lose value 
as the economy improved, but the long credit protection the CIO 
purchased for investment grade companies did not increase in value as 
much as was needed to offset the losses. As Mr. Macris put it, the 
investment grade rally “lagged” the high yield rally."*’^ That meant that 
the mark-to-market profits the CIO was able to post on the investment 
grade credit protection it sold was insufficient to offset the mark-to- 
market losses it had to post on the high yield protection they purchased. 

Mr. Iksil later told the JPMorgan Chase Task Force investigation 
that he had not been able to sell as much credit protection as he would 
have liked (which would have generated more carry and profits to keep 
pace with the high yield rally). He said that two risk limits - the “VaR” 
and “CSOl” - prevented him from doing so. Fie later wrote in an email: 
“[T]he need to reduce VAR - RWA and stay within the CSOl limit 


«0 

1/31/2012 email from Achilles Macris, CIO, to Javier Martin-Artajo, CIO, “Core book P&L 
drawdown and main exposures,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0000221. 

See, e.g., 1/31/2012 email from Bruno Iksil, CIO, to Javier Martin-Artajo, CIO, “Core book 
p&l drawdown and main exposures,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0000222 (forwarded to Achilles Macris and 
subsequently Ina Drew). 

JPMorgan Chase Task Force interview of Achilles Macris, CIO (partial readout to the 
Subcommittee on 9/6/2012). 
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prevented the book from being long risk enough.”''^'* However, had 
Mr. Iksil actually acquired even more long positions, it is unclear that he 
would have been able to offset the losses then being reported on the 
books; it is possible he would have dug the SCP hole even deeper. 

(2) February 2012 

Despite the concerns expressed by Mr. Iksil and Mr. Macris about 
the SCP trading strategy, the CIO traders continued to pursue it 
throughout February, acquiring even more credit derivatives and 
incurring even more losses. According to the key trader, Bruno Iksil, at 
the beginning of February, Ms. Drew asked him how much the book 
would lose if the positions were reduced, and he responded “a lot,” 
because the IG9 long positions were not liquid enough to sell easily."*’^ 
Apparently neither Ms. Drew nor any other CIO manager told the 
traders to stop the book’s acquisitions or reduce any of the growing SCP 
positions. Instead, over the course of February, the CIO traders 
increased the size of the IG9 forward position from $75 billion at the 
begirming of the month to $94 billion at the beginning of March.'*^^ 
Those purchases dramatically increased the SCP’s long holdings, 
leading one trader to describe the book as set to “trade on the bullish 
side.”^’’ 


At the same time, during the month of February, the credit market 
continued to rally, and the overall value of the SCP book continued to 
fall.''^* Mr. Iksil continued to trade.'*’’ On February 9, 2012, the SCP 
book breached a risk limit called “CSOl.”^” The book at that point had 
reported losses exceeding $128 million since the beginning of the 


3/29/2012 email from Bruno Iksil, CIO, to Javier Martin-Artajo, CIO, “First draft of the 
presentation,” conveying “CIO Synthetic Credit Update” (3/2012) at JPM-CIO-PSI 0001256. As 
discussed below, Mr. Iksil was not able to start selling protection in eame.st until a new VaR 
model entered into force on January 30, retroactive to January 27. He similarly was constrained 
by the CSOl limit which the SCP ultimately breached in February. For more information on 
these limits, see Chapter V. 

JPMorgan Chase Task Force interview of Bruno Iksil, CIO (partial readout to the 
Subcommittee on 8/27/2012). 

See 4/9/2012 email from Achilles Macris, CIO, to Douglas Braunstein, JPMorgan Chase, and 
Ina Drew, CIO, “Synthetic Credit Presentation,” conveying presentation entitled “Core Credit 
P/L estimates for Q2,” at 22, JPM-CIO-PSl-H 0002204-213, at 212; Subcommittee briefing by 
JPMorgan Chase (8/15/2012) (Jeanette Boot). 

2/22/2012 email by Bruno Iksil, CIO, to Javier Martin-Artajo, CIO, and others, “core credit 
latest version,” conveying “Core Credit Book P&L Review,” (2/2012), at JPM-CIO-PSI 
0001787. 

Subcommittee briefing by JPMorgan Chase (10/4/2012) (Olivier Vigneron). 

See, e.g., 2013 JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, at 34-37; undated internal document 
authored by Bruno Iksil, CIO, with his personal notes and comments on SCP trading activities 
from January to March 2012, JPM-CIO-PSI 0021890. 

2/13/2012 email from Syed Hassan, JPMorgan Chase, to Keith Stephan, CIO, Janet Lee, 
JPMorgan Chase, and others, “CIO Global Credit spread BPV limit breach- COB 02/09/2012,” 
JPM-CIO-PSI 0001825. For more information on how the CIO responded to the SCP’s 
breaching that risk limit, see Chapter V. 
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yeai'.^°' Despite the breach - and the losses - CIO managers allowed the 
traders to continue to implement their trading strategy. 

On February 13, 2012, an additional complication arose. 

According to notations in an internal document authored by Mr. Iksil, 
Ally Financial, Inc., a bank holding company, announced that it was 
preparing a pre-packaged bankruptcy petition for its mortgage 
subsidiary, Residential Capital LLC (ResCap).^®^ Mr. Iksil explained 
that this news affected the priees of the indices in which the SCP was 
trading to such an extent that the SCP had to post mark-to-market losses 
on both the protection it had bought and the protection it had sold.^®^ 

The reasons for this double loss were unclear, yet the traders continued 
to acquire still more eredit derivatives. 

Mr. Iksil later indicated in an internal document that, by mid- 
February, he had sent Ms. Drew his explanation of the ongoing losses, 
but JPMorgan Chase has been unable to provide a copy of that 
explanation. Mr. Iksil also wrote around the same time that he was 
trying to reduee RWA and VaR “as much as I can in a bleeding 
book.”^'’'* 


According to Mr. Iksil, he and Mr. Martin-Artajo discussed the 
trading strategy in February. Mr. Iksil later told the JPMorgan Chase 
Task Force investigation that he had explained to Mr. Martin-Artajo that 
he did not want to add volume to the book,’®^ that is, increase the overall 
size of the positions. In Mr. Iksil’s view, the losses would only be 
multiplied by volume.^®'’ Fie indicated that Mr. Martin-Artajo responded 
that the book had to be “hedged on high yield defaults.”^®’ In that light, 
Mr. Iksil contended the only solution was to continue to finance the 
acquisition of high yield default protection through the sale of 
investment grade protection.^®* So he continued to purchase long credit 
instruments and collect the carry. 


See chart, prepared by the Subcommittee and printed in Chapter IV, tracking SCP’s daily 
reported profit and losses (P&L) from January to May !5, 2012, derived from an OCC 
spreadsheet, OCC-SPI-00000298. Numbers do not reflect corrected P&L figures after JPMorgan 
Chase’s restatement in July 2012. 

Undated internal document authored by Bruno Iksil, CIO, with his personal notes and 
comments on SCP trading activities from January to March 2012, JPM-CIO-PSI 0021890. See 
also In re Residential Capital, LLC . Case No. 12-12020 (MG) (Bankr. SONY), Voluntary 
petition for relief under Chapter 1 1 (5/14/2012), 

http://www.kccUc.net/documents/8822900/8822900I20514000000000001.pdf. 

See undated internal document authored by Bruno Iksil, CIO, with his personal notes and 
comments on SCP trading activities from January to March 2012, JPM-CIO-PSI 0021890. 

Undated internal document authored by Bruno Iksil, CIO, with his personal notes and 
comments on SCP trading activities from January to March 2012, JPM-CIO-PSI 0021891. 

JPMorgan Chase Task Force interview of Bruno Iksil, CIO (partial readout to the 
Subcommittee on 8/27/2012). 

506 

id. 

508 Id_ 
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On February 28, Mr. Iksil wrote that there was “more bleeding,” 
and he had added approximately “[$]6-7 bln [billion] ig9 lOyr” to the 
SCP book.^°^ On February 29, he indicated that he had “sold important 
amounts of protection in ig9 lOyr (close to 7bln all day and was 
concerned it might breach a risk limit.^'” Altogether, according to Mr. 
Maoris who oversaw the SCP, the CIO traders added some $34 billion in 
notional value to the SCP book in January and February 2012.^” 

On February 29, 2012, senior CIO managers, including Ms. Drew, 
Mr. Wilmot, and Mr. Goldman, participated in a regularly scheduled 
“business review” meeting with senior bank officials, including Mr. 

512 

Dimon, Mr. Braunstein, and Mr. Hogan, to review CIO activities. 
According to the JPMorgan Chase Task Force, CIO management 
discussed reducing the SCP’s RWA, but did not disclose that the CIO 
was doing so by increasing the size and complexity of the portfolio.*’^ 
They also did not disclose that the SCP had incurred two straight months 
of losses. 

As the losses mounted in February, the CIO traders blamed each 
other and the market for the inability of the trading strategy to staunch 
the losses. According to Mr. Iksil, he had told Ms. Drew he wanted to 
wait until the Indices were more liquid to add to the portfolio, but by 
month end he had to “cover the short.”^‘‘’ Mr. Iksil later explained that, 
in February, he “added to IG9 and S9 forwards in order to contain the 
P&L loss” and to “cover” the high yield short position.^'^ Mr. Iksil said 
that he had not expected to sell as much protection as he did, but that 
one hedge fund was “buying protection outright.”^ Mr. Maoris later 
said that all of the trades and losses were “well-communicated” to CIO 
management, meaning that his supervisors were fully informed about the 
status of the SCP book. 


Undated internal document authored by Bruno Iksil, CIO, with his personal notes and 
comments on SCP trading activities from January to March 2012, JPM-CIO-PSI 0021894. 

2/29/2012 email from Bruno Iksil, CIO, to Javier Martin-Artajo, CIO, “Core credit book 
update”, JPM-CIO 0003443. 

JPMorgan Chase Task Force interview of Achilles Maoris, CIO (partial readout to the 
Subcommittee on 8/28/2012). See also 4/9/2012 email from Achilles Maoris, CIO, to Douglas 
Braunstein, JPMorgan Chase, and Ina Drew, CIO, “Synthetic Credit Presentation,” conveying 
presentation entitled “Core Credit P/L estimates for Q2,” at 22, JPM-CIO-PSI-H 0002204-213; 
3/7/2012 email from C.S. Venkatakrishnan, JPMorgan Chase, to Ina Drew, CIO, and others, 
“CIO CRM Results,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0001815 (stating SCP increased in January and February by 
$33 billion); Subcommittee briefing by JPMorgan Chase (8/15/2012) (Jeanette Boot). 

2/28/2012 email from John Wilmot, CIO, to Jamie Dimon, JPMorgan Chase, and others, 
“CIO Business Review Materials,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0001940, at 942. 

See 2013 JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, at 37-38. 

JPMorgan Chase Task Force interview of Bruno Iksil, CIO (partial readout to the 
Subcommittee on 8/27/2012). 

3/29/2012 email from Bruno Iksil, CIO, to Javier Martin-Artajo, CIO, and others, “First draft 
of the presentation,” conveying “CIO Synthetic Credit Update,” (3/2012), JPM-CIO-PSI 
0001257. 

JPMorgan Chase Task Force interview of Bruno Iksil, CIO (partial readout to the 
Subcommittee on 8/27/2012) (referring to Boaz Weinstein of Saba Capital Management). 
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When asked about the February trading activity, the OCC told the 
Subcommittee that the CIO traders apparently believed that the prices in 
the markets were wrong, and that the traders had a strategy to defend 
their positions and keep the prices from falling by taking on more of 
them.^’’ 


(3) March 2012 

In March, the CIO traders purchased still more long positions, 
enlarged the SCP further, and by the end of the month had moved the 
SCP firmly into a net long posture. Their actions not only increased the 
portfolio’s risk, breaching multiple risk limits along the way, but also 
escalated the SCP’s losses which, by the end of the month, exceeded 
half a billion dollars. 

On March 1, Mr. Macris expressed concern about having to reduce 
the SCP book to comply with management’s direction to reduce the 
portfolio’s RWA, writing: 

“I am worried that the $20b RWA committed b[y] year-end, 
is too aggressive, if we need to [ajctually reduce the book, we 
will not be able to defend our positions.”^'* 

Mr. Macris later told the JPMorgan Chase Task Force investigation that, 
in the first part of March, the credit market was “unusually bullish,” and 
as it continued to rally, the SCP book continued to “underperform. 

In fact, the portfolio was not just underperforming; it was losing 
substantial value. In response, throughout the month, the traders 
continued to increase the size of the long positions in an apparent 
attempt to staunch the losses. 

By mid-March, according to Mr. Macris, there were meetings 
every other day to discuss the book.^^" According to Mr. Martin-Artajo, 
the protection the traders bought continued to lose money relative to the 
protection the traders sold.^^' Mr. Iksil expressed concern about the size 
of the positions and the traders’ limited options: “We look at what we 
can do ... while not growing the positions especially in IG9. The 
solutions are very limited.”^^^ Yet, on March 19, 2012, Mr. Iksil wrote 
that perhaps they should increase the book’s long positions even more: 


Subcommittee interview of Scott Waterhouse, OCC (9/17/2012). See also 2013 JPMorgan 
Chase Task Force Report, at 39. 

3/1/2012 email from Achilles Macris, CIO, to Javier Martin-Artajo, CIO, “priorities,” JPM- 
CIO-PSI 0001219. 

JPMorgan Chase Task Force interview of Achilles Macris, CIO (partial readout to the 
Subcommittee on 8/28/2012). 

Id. 

See undated internal document authored by Bruno Iksil, CIO, with his personal notes and 
comments on SCP trading activities from January to March 2012, JPM-CIO-PSI 0021898. 

3/15/2012 email from Bruno Iksil, CIO, to Javier Martin-Artajo, CIO, “Update on Core,” 
JPM-CIO-PSI 0000386. 
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“One solution would be to let the book be really long risk, yet 
this would not be in a liquid market and may increase the 
P&L noise especially in corrections .... The solution 
proposed amounts to be longer risk.”^^’ 

The CIO did just that, executing a series of trades over a couple of 
weeks in March that were so large that the OCC described them 
internally and to the Subcommittee as “doubling down” on the SCP’s 
already losing trading strategy.^^'* The first involved the acquisition of 
an S8 billion notional long position in the most recent North American 
Investment Grade index series - not the IG9, but the IGl 7.^^^ The 
second involved an even newer IG index series, the IG18, which was 
first issued on March 20, 2012, and in which the CIO acquired a $14 
billion notional long position.^^® On top of that, the CIO acquired a 
massive $18 billion long position in the corresponding iTraxx series of 
credit indices. Altogether, in a few weeks, these trades increased the 
notional size of the SCP by $40 billion. 

Mr. Iksil later explained to the JPMorgan Chase Task Force 
investigation that he had switched from the IG9 index to the more recent 
series to be “less noticeable” to the rest of the market. He explained 
that he had sold so much protection in the IG9 index that he believed the 


523 3/19/2012 email from Bruno Iksil, CIO, to Javier Martin-Artajo, CIO, “Core Book analysis 
and proposed strategy,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0001234-235. 

6/29/2012 email from Elwyn Wong, OCC, to Scott Waterhouse, CIO, and others, “2nd 
Wilmer Hale Call,” OCC-SPI-00071 386 (“Macris told Braunstein the majority of the positions 
were taken in Jan and Feb but we now know the doubling down in March.”); Subcommittee 
interviews of Scott Waterhouse, OCC (9/17/2012), Michael Sullivan and Douglas McLaughlin, 
OCC (8/30/2012); OCC Presentation to the Subcommittee, page entitled, “1Q20I2,” (noting that 
“CSOl Exposure nearly doubled . . . between March 14 and March 28”), PSI-OCC-06-000028. 
See also 2013 JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, at 41 (indicating the CIO traders had 
reasoned they could “put on a large position very quickly near the roll date (March 20)” in order 
to stem the SCP’s losses and reduce the SCP’s VaR and RWA totals prior to the bank’s quarter- 
end public filings). 

See 2013 JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, at 42; Subcommittee briefing by JPMorgan 
Chase (8/15/2012) (Jeanette Boot), See also 3/22/2012 email from Peter Welland, CIO, to Irvin 
Goldman, CIO, “I would like to understand the increase in positions in credit,” JPM-CIO-PSI 
0000410-41 1 (reporting that the SCP’s notional CDX IG position - which includes a variety of 
IG on and off-the-run holdings - had increased from $22.4 billion on March 7, 2012, to $52.1 
billion on March 21, 2012, a $30 billion increase in two weeks). 

See 2013 JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, at 42; Subcommittee briefing by JPMorgan 
Chase (8/15/2012) (Jeanette Boot). See also 3/22/2012 email from Peter Weiland, CIO, to Irvin 
Goldman, CIO, ‘T would like to understand the increase in positions in credit,” JPM-CIO-PSI 
0000410-411. 

See 2013 JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, at 42. See also 3/22/2012 email from Peter 
Weiland, CIO, to Irvin Goldman, CIO, ‘i would like to understand the increase in positions in 
credit,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0000410-41 1 (reporting that the SCP’s notional iTraxx MN position had 
increased from $38.9 billion on March 7, 2012, to $45.7 billion on March 21, 2012, a $7 billion 
increase in two weeks); 3/22/2012 email from Julien Grout, CIO, to the CIO Estimated P&L 
mailing list, “CIO Core Credit P&L Predict [22 Mar]: +$82k (dly) -$276, 990k (ytd),” JPM-CIO- 
E 00014689-691, at 69 1 (reporting an additional purchase of iTraxx long positions totaling $5.65 
billion). 

JPMorgan Chase Task Force interview of Bruno Iksil, CIO (partial readout to the 
Subcommittee on 8/27/2012). 
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other credit traders “knew” his position, and were taking advantage/^^ 

In fact, on March 19, 2012, Mr. Iksil warned his supervisor that the SCP 
was a very visible player in a small market: “[TJhere is a trap that is 
building: if we limit the Mark-to-Market we risk increasing the notionals 
further and weaken our position versus the rest of the market.”^^“ Later, 
Mr. Iksil wrote to a colleague: 

“[I]t had to happen. [I]t started back in 2008 you see. [I] 
survived pretty well until [I] was alone to be the target. [Y]es 
[I] mean the guys know my position because [I] am too big 
for the market. . . . [B]ut here is the loss and it becomes too 
large and this is it, [W]e realize that [I] am too visible.”^^' 

On March 20, 2012, CIO head Ina Drew and CIO Chief Risk 
Officer Irvin Goldman participated in a meeting with the bankwide 
Directors Risk Policy Committee regarding the CIO, and gave a 
presentation on the CIO’s investment portfolios and risk profile, but 
according to the bank, did not disclose the SCP’s ongoing losses, risk 
limit breaches, increased portfolio size, or increased RWA.^^^ On that 
same day, two CIO traders, Mr. Iksil and Mr. Grout, circulated the daily 
profit-loss email for the SCP, estimating a daily loss of $40 million 
which was the largest daily loss yet for the SCP, and also describing a 
$600 million to $800 million “lag” in the SCP book.^^^ Ms. Drew told 
the Subcommittee that she never read that email,^^'* and even though it 
was sent to multiple CIO recipients, no action was taken by any CIO 
manager to investigate the enormous “lag” it described. 

On March 21, Ms. Drew held a lengthy meeting with Mr. Macris 
and Mr. Martin-Artajo on the SCP, in which they discussed the SCP’s 
“underperformance” and strategies to reduce its RWA.^^^ According to 
Ms. Drew, she was not informed at that meeting about the SCP’s recent 


JPMorgan Chase Task Force interview of Achilles Macris, CIO (partial readout to the 
Subcommittee on 8/28/2012). 

3/19/2012 email from Bruno Iksil, CIO, to Javier Martin-Artajo and Julien Grout, CIO, “Core 
Book analysis and proposed strategy,” JPM-CIO 0003476-477, at 477. 

3/23/2012 instant messaging session between Bruno Iksil and Ade Adetayo, CIO, JPM-CIO- 
PSI 0001240-246. 

See 2013 JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, at 42-43, 88; 3/2012 “Directors Risk Policy 
Committee ~ CIO 2012 Opportunities and Challenges,” prepared by Ina Drew and Irvin 
Goldman, CIO, JPM-CIO-PSI 0015016. 

See 3/20/2012 email from Julien Grout, CIO, to the CIO Estimated P&L mailing list, “CIO 
Core Credit P&L Predict [20 Mar]: -$39,686k (dly) -$275, 424k (ytd),” JPM-CIO-PSI 0016487- 
489, at 489 (explaining that the IG9 was “underperform[ing]” by $450 to $500 million; the 
iTraxx Main credit index was “lagging” by another $60 to $80 million; and the High Yield index 
had a $100 million “loss” plus another “lag” of $100 to $200 million, concluding that the total 
“lag in P&L” was “material” and in the range of $600 to $800 million). For more information 
about this email, see Chapter IV. 

Subcommittee interview of Ina Drew, CIO (12/11/2012). 

See 3/22/2012 email from Ina Drew, CIO, to Achilles Macris and Javier Martin-Artajo, CIO, 
“I was confused by the inc[re]ased position noted today after yesterday’s exhaustive meeting,” 
JPM-CIO 0003492. For more about this meeting, see Chapter IV. 
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acquisition of additional long positions, the $600 million to $800 million 
lag described in the prior day’s email, or the traders’ use of more 
favorable derivative prices to minimize reported SCP losses.^^® 

The next day, March 22, 2012, the CIO traders acquired still more 
long positions. As recounted in the daily email explaining the SCP’s 
profit-loss status: 

“Again, the book is getting hurt with losses in index forward 
spreads in S9 and IG9, and in tranches (Weaker CDX.HY 
equity and mezzanine tranches, steeper IG9 equity tranches). 

Today we sold protection in the following index: 
iTraxx.Main (5.65B), iTraxx.Xover (300M), CDX.IT (3.95B) 
and FINSUB (lOOM). Besides providing carry, these trades 
should reduce the VaR, but increase the IRC. We are 
pausing in our sale of protection, to see what the overall 
impact on capital numbers is going to be.’’^^^ 

Ms, Drew, who had met with Mr. Maoris and Mr. Martin-Artajo 
the prior day, expressed “confusion” over the SCP’s increased 
positions.^^* According to both Ms. Drew and the bank, at the March 21 
meeting, she had been given SCP trading data as of March 7, and was 
told nothing about the intense trading activity which had taken place 
over the following two weeks and fiirther enlarged the SCP book.^^® On 
March 22, 2012, her reaction to the increased positions prompted one 
CIO risk manager to email another: “Ina is freaking -really! Call 


The CIO’s massive purchases in March magnified the SCP’s risks 
and later its losses. Overall, according to JPMorgan Chase, by the end 
of March, the Synthetic Credit Portfolio had swollen in notional value to 
$157 billion, three times greater than the $5 1 billion it held at the end of 
201 1, just three months earlier.^'" When asked for more detail, 
JPMorgan Chase told the Subcommittee that, at the end of March, the 
SCP included $62 billion in IG index holdings, $71 billion in iTraxx 
index holdings, $22 billion in High Yield index holdings, and a variety 

Subcommittee interview of Ina Drew, CIO (12/1 1/2012). For more information on the 
traders’ pricing practices, see Chapter IV. 

See 3/22/2012 email from Julien Grout, CIO, to the CIO Estimated P&L mailing list, “CIO 
Core Credit P&L Predict [22 Mar]: +$82k (dly) -$276,990k (ytd),” JPM-CIO-E 00014689-691, 
at 691. 

See 3/22/2012 email from Ina Drew, CIO, to Achilles Macris and Javier Martin-Artajo, CIO, 
“I was confused by the inc[re]ased position noted today after yesterday’s exhaustive meeting,” 
JPM-CIO 0003492; see also Subcommittee interview of Ina Drew, CIO (12/1 1/2012). 

Subcommittee interview of Ina Drew, CIO (12/11/2012); 2013 JPMorgan Chase Task Force 
Report, at 44. See also 6/29/2012 email from Elwyn Wong, OCC, to Scott Waterhouse, OCC, 
and others, “2nd Wilmer Hale Call,” OCC-SPI-00071386. 

3/22/2012 email from Irvin Goldman, CIO to Peter Weiland, CIO, “I would really like to 
understand the increase in positions in credit,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0000410. 

“Summary of Positions by Type and Series,” prepared by JPMorgan Chase in response to a 
Subcommittee request, JPM-CIO-PSI 0037609. 
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of other synthetic credit derivatives.*"*^ Other contemporaneous internal 
bank documents provide even larger figures. For example, an April 
2012 analysis stated that, at the end of March, the SCP held an $82 
billion long position in the IG9 index alone,*"** which comprised over 
half the market in that index.*"*"* The differing figures over the SCP’s 
holdings are an indicator of not only how poor the SCP recordkeeping 
was, but also how quickly the portfolio was changing and how imprecise 
existing systems are for valuing derivative positions. Ms. Drew told the 
Subcommittee that she had become increasingly frustrated at the shifting 
numbers and capital calculations of the SCP as the quarter drew to a 
close, which she felt made her look “incompetent” for being unable to 
calculate the SCP’s RWA.*"** 

The end result was that what had begun as a small, experimental 
portfolio in 2006, had ballooned into a massive, high risk portfolio in 
2012. In addition, by the end of March 2012, Mr. Iksil had acquired so 
many long index instruments that the SCP - which had traditionally held 
a net short position to provide protection against credit risks for the bank 
- had flipped and held a net long position.*"** In other words, overall, the 
SCP book held a long credit position at the same time as the bank, 
instead of holding the opposite position as a hedge. 

Ms. Drew told the Subcommittee that being long was “not terrible” 
given that the credit market was rallying and short positions had lost so 
much value, but she conceded that the index positions were longer than 
necessary to “balance the book.”*"*’ According to the CIO’s longtime 
CFO, Joseph Bonocore, the SCP book had always held a net short 


’«id. 

4/10/2012 email from John Wiimot, CIO, to Jamie Dimon, JPMorgan Chase, and others, “Net 
positions vs. average trading volumes,” JPM-CIO-PSl 0001026. See also 1/18/2012 email from 
Bruno Iksil, CIO, to Julien Grout, CIO, “Meeting materials for 1 lam meeting,” conveying 
presentation entitled, “Core Credit Book Highlights,” prepared by Mr. Iksil, at JPM-CIO-PSI 
0000101 (reciting even larger SCP positions in January, including a $278 billion notional 
position in the IG9 index, $115 billion notional position in the HYIO and 1 1 indices, and $90 
billion notional position in the Main ITraxx S9). See also FDIC presentation, “JPMC & 
COMPANY CIO Synthetic Credit Portfolio,” FDICPROD-0001783, at 22 (indicating JPMorgan 
Chase had estimated that its IG9 position was $82 billion notional in March); FDICPROD 
0039218-219, at 218 (estimating the notional value of the SCP’s long position in the IG9 alone 
was $75 billion). 

See DTCC presentation to Subcommittee (9/27/2012), at 2, PSI-DTCC-0 1-000001 (showing 
total CDX IG9 untranched trading to total approximately $150 billion). 

Subcommittee interview of Ina Drew, CIO (12/11/2012). 

See 4/5/20 1 2 email from Ina Drew, CIO, to Jamie Dimon, JPMorgan Chase, and others, 
“CIO,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0000546; 4/16/2012 email from Joseph Sabatini, JPMorgan Chase, to 
Anna lacucci, Federal Reserve, “materials for Fed/OCC/FDIC call at noon today,” OCC-SPI- 
00009712; Subcommittee briefing by JPMorgan Chase (8/15/2012) (Jeanette Boot and Harry 
Weiss); Subcommittee interviews of Ina Drew, CIO (9/7/2012), John Hogan, JPMorgan Chase 
(9/4/2012), and Michael Kirk, OCC (8/22/2012); 2013 JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, at 
43 (quoting an unnamed CIO trader, likely Bruno Iksil, saying on March 23: “[I] switched the 
book to long risk[.] [I] am done.”), at 45 (indicating SCP had “assumed an overall net-long 
credit risk orientation”). 

Subcommittee interview of Ina Drew, CIO (9/7/2012). 
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position when he was there, and he observed that a net long position 
could not serve as an effective hedge.^'** Mr. Martin-Artajo told the 
JPMorgan Chase Task Force investigation that, while he believed that 
the long position was necessctry to stabilize the book, being long did not 
serve the mission of the 

(4) Phones Down 

On March 23, 2012, Ms. Drew ordered the CIO traders to “put 
phones down” and stop trading.^^” According to Ms. Drew, she took 
that action during a video conference meeting with CIO personnel in 
London attended by Mr. Macris, Mr. Martin-Artajo, Mr. Iksil, and other 
CIO staff She explained that Mr. Martin-Artajo had told her that they 
were trading in the market to “defend” their positions.^^^ Ms. Drew said 
that he had told her that counterparties were increasingly pushing the 
valuation of the positions, and by “defending,” CIO could push back.^^^ 
Ms. Drew told the Subcommittee that, in her view, “you buy or sell 
something based on value, not to defend your position, an approach 
that Mr. Iksil confirmed as reflective of her philosophy.^^^ The CIO’s 
Chief Risk Officer, Irvin Goldman, communicated her order in an email 
to the credit traders, writing: Ms. Drew “ does not want anv trades 
executed until we discuss 

Another development occurring at the same time also signaled the 
increasing risk in the SCP book.^^’ On March 22, 2012, the SCP 
breached a key risk limit known as “CSWIO.”^^* Two other risk limits, 
VaR and CSOl, had been breached earlier in the year, but Ms. Drew told 


Subcommittee interview of Joseph Bonocore, CIO (9/11/2012). 

JPMorgan Chase Task Force interview of Javier Martin-Artajo, CIO (partial readout to the 
Subcommittee on 9/6/2012). 

Subcommittee interviews of Ina Drew, CIO (9/7/2012) and Irvin Goldman, CIO (9/15/2012); 
JPMorgan Chase Counsel interview of Bruno Iksil, CIO (partial readout to the Subcommittee on 
8/27/2012); 2013 JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, at 45. 

Subcommittee interviews of Ina Drew, CIO (9/7/2012) and (12/1 1/2012). 

^^^Id. 

Subcommittee interview of Ina Drew, CIO (12/11/2012). See also 6/29/2012 email from 
Elwyn Wong, OCC, to Scott Waterhouse, OCC, and others, “2nd Wilmer Hale Call,” OCC-SPl- 
00071386 (describing the traders’ actions in March to acquire still more positions: “Traders 
were intentionally doing larger notionals to drive the market their way. They talked about 
‘taking the P/L pain’ versus the risk of building larger positions.”). 

Subcommittee interview of Ina Drew, CIO (9/7/2012), 

JPMorgan Chase Task Force interview of Bruno Iksil, CIO (partial readout to the 
Subcommittee on 8/27/2012). 

3/26/2012 email from Irvin Goldman, CIO, to Achilles Macris, Javier Martin-Artajo, and 
John Wilmot, CIO, “Tranche Plan,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0001267. [Emphasis in original.] 

5/9/2012 email from Michael Kirk, OCC, to James Hohl, OCC, “Document 1,” OCC-SPI- 
00021996, at 997. 

^^^Id. 
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the Subcommittee that she considered the CSWIO to be the “overriding” 
limit.^^' 

About a week later, on March 30, 2012, Achilles Macris sent an 
email to the bank’s Chief Risk Officer, John Hogan, stating that he had 
“lost confidence” in his team and requesting “help with the synthetic 
credit book.”^’’'* Mr. Macris reported: 

“Just spoke to Ashley [Bacon] regarding the issue and he has 
agreed to dedicate Olivier to help us with RWA targeting for 
Q2. ... [T]he objective is to determine what is the best 
course of action to insure that the book is and remains 
balanced in risk and P+L terms. . . . [Cjlearly, we are in 
crisis mode on this.”^^' 

The OCC told the Subcommittee that, after reviewing the SCP’s 
swollen portfolio and trading activities, it was clear that the CIO traders 
had made trades that violated the CIO’s risk limits with “aggressive 
positions” in a way that was “unsafe and unsound. The OCC also 
said that the credit trades taken on were “risk additive” rather than “risk 
reducing.”^^^ One OCC regulator said that the trades had so many 
dimensions of risk that “no matter what happened, they would lose 
money.”^®'' 

The order to stop trading prevented the CIO traders from 
expanding the SCP still further, but came too late to prevent the losses 
caused by the positions already acquired. In fact, when the CIO traders 
stopped trading, the losses increased.^^^ The year-to-date losses reported 
by the CIO climbed from $719 million in March, to $2.1 billion in April, 
to $4 billion in May, to $4.4 billion in June, and then to $6.2 billion in 
September.^^® Since JPMorgan Chase transferred many SCP index 


Subcommittee interview of Ina Drew, CIO (9/7/2012). For more information on risk limits 
breached by the SCP, see Chapter V. 

3/30/2012 email from Achilles Macris, CIO, to John Hogan, JPMorgan Chase, “synthetic 
credit- crisis action plan,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0001220. 

3/30/2012 email from Achilles Macris, CIO, to Irvin Goldman, CIO, copies to Ina Drew, 
CIO, and others, “synthetic credit - crisis action plan” JPM-ClO-PSl 0001220-222, at 221. See 
also 2013 JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, at 45-46. 

Subcommittee interview of Scott Waterhouse, OCC (9/17/2012). See also 1 1/6/2012 OCC 
Supervisory Letter JPM-2012-52, “Chief Investment Office Risk Management Review,” PSI- 
OCC- 17-0000 15 [Sealed Exhibit] (“Board and senior management did not ensure effective 
oversight of CIO activities. ... Our examinations of Model Approvals and Risk Weighted 
Assets, Audit Coverage, CIO Risk Management, VAR Model Risk Management, and CIO 
Valuation Governance disclosed specific weakness that created an unsafe and unsound 
environment.”). 

Subcommittee interview of Scott Waterhouse, OCC (9/17/2012). 

Subcommittee interview of Michael Sullivan, OCC (8/30/2012). 

JPMorgan Chase Task Force interview of Bruno Iksil, CIO (partial readout to the 
Subcommittee on 8/27/2012). 

See chart, prepared by the Subcommittee and printed in Chapter IV, tracking SCP’s daily 
reported profit and losses (P&L) from January to May 15, 2012, derived from an OCC 
spreadsheet, OCC-SPI-00000298. Numbers do not reflect restated P&L figures after JPMorgan 
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positions to its Investment Bank on July 2, 2012, the total amount of 
losses associated with the Synthetic Credit Portfolio will likely never be 
known.^^’ 

One key area of inquiry with respect to the SCP losses has focused 
on the CIO’s massive long position in the IG9 index. To help explain 
what happened, JPMorgan Chase provided the Subcommittee with a 
chart showing how the credit spreads - the premium amounts charged to 
obtain long IG9 credit protection - generally declined from November 
2011 through April 2012. In particular, the chart shows a general 
decline in spreads from January 2012 until March 23, 2012, the day Ina 
Drew told the traders to stop trading, after which the prices began to 
rebound.*^* 


Credit Spreads on K59 Index 



Confidential Treatment Requested by J P. Morgan Chase & Co. 


JPM-CIO-PSI-D002062 


At first, the general downward trajectory of the IG9 prices over the 
first quarter of 20 1 2 allowed the CIO to post mark-to-market gains on its 
IG9 holdings. The FDIC chart below explains how based on a series of 
theoretical spreads. If the CIO entered into a contract to sell a certain 


Chase’s restatement in July 2012. See also JPMorgan Chase & Co. Form 10-Q (for period 
ending 9/30/2012), filed with the SEC (1 1/08/2012), at 10, 220. 

Subcommittee interview of Elwyn Wong, OCC (8/20/2012); 2013 JPMorgan Chase Task 
Force Report, at 1 10; JPMorgan Chase & Co. Form 10~Q (for period ending 9/30/2012), filed 
with the SEC (1 1/08/2012), at 8 (“Principal trmisactions in CIO included $449 million of losses 
on the index credit derivative positions that had been retained by it following the transfer of the 
synthetic credit portfolio to IB on July 2, 2012, reflecting credit spread tightening during the 
quarter.”). 

Undated chart entitled, “Credit Spreads on IG9 Index,” prepared by JPMorgan Ch^e, JPM- 
CIO-PSI-0002062. 
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amount of IG9 protection at 200 basis points (meaning the counterparty 
would pay 200 basis points in periodic premiums to the CIO), and the 
market price for that protection subsequently dropped to 1 90 basis 
points, the CIO would receive 200 basis points for protection 
subsequently valued at 190 basis points - a mark-to-market gain of 10 
basis points. If the CIO then entered into another contract to sell 
protection at 190 basis points, and the market price dropped to 180 basis 
points, the CIO would be able to post mark-to-market gains of 20 basis 
points on the first contract, and 10 basis points on the second contract. 

In addition, the CIO sold such massive amounts of credit protection that, 
according to some market participants, it drove down the overall IG9 
market price, which caused the CIO’s earlier acquisitions to continue to 
gain in value and post even more mark-to-market gains. 
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- Hedge Funds see an arbitrage opportunity and begin buying protection, waitingfor spreads to return to theoretical 

- JP Morgan continuesselling protection, driving the spread downfurther and creating MTM losses for hedge funds 

- Hedge Funds circulate rumors of large positions held by JPM. and begin to resize that JPM needs to exit these positions 

- Hedge Funds get the last laugh, as the spreads finally do converge to theoretical and JPM is finding it very expensive to 
Buy backtheir protection 
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Source: 07/16/2012 FDIC presentation, “What Happened in JP Morgan’s CIO? A 
Primer,” at 4, FDICPROD-0036009. 


But posting gains in its IG holdings by driving down the premium 
prices (credit spreads), was not enough, because the CIO’s other 
holdings, such as its short positions in the high yield indices, were 
posting losses even more quickly. In addition, the IG9 gains themselves 
were under pressure. One journalist described the CIO’s IG9 trading 
strategy as playing a game of “chicken” with its counterparties, most of 
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whom were hedge funds. As Mr. Iksil amassed an increasingly 
enormous IG9 position: 

“Other people in the markets - like hedge funds and other 
traders - thought Iksil was being ridiculously overconfident. 
Waiting for the giant Iksil’s [bet] to fail, the anti-lksll team 
took the other side of the bet. The rival traders bought credit- 
default swaps on the Index. They also bought protection on 
the underlying corporate bonds to influence the value of 
those as well. Their hope was that Iksil’s bet would go down 
in value; then he would have to run to them to buy credit- 
default swaps to cover his rear and keep his bet even. They 
outsmarted Iksil. As he kept digging himself deeper into his 
position, he got backed into a comer and couldn’t cover his 
losses.”^*’’ 

When Ms. Drew ordered the trades to stop, the SCP book had to begin 
absorbing the losses that came when the IG9 price began to rise and the 
CIO traders were no longer taking actions to reduce the losses that had 
to be booked. 

Although Mr. Dimon told the Subcommittee that, in March, the 
CIO traders were simply defending their positions without manipulating 
any market prices, once they stopped selling large amounts of IG9 
protection, the bank’s own chart shows that the prices - the premiums or 
credit spreads paid for that protection - began to rise.^’’ JPMorgan 
Chase acknowledged as much, when a representative explained that 
when the CIO stopped trading, it stopped “supporting the price.’’^^^ An 
OCC examiner also told the Subcommittee that the traders, by increasing 
volume at the end of the month, were artificially driving the prices 
lower. Once the IG9 premiums began to rise, the value of the CIO’s 
IG9 holdings fell, adding to the SCP’s problems. Those problems only 
worsened when Mr. Iksil’s massive positions were reported in the press 
two weeks later. 


“JPMorgan’s Loss: The Explainer,” Marketplace. Heidi N. Moore, (5/1 1/2012), 
http://www.marketplace.org/topics/business/easy-street/jp-morgans-loss-explainer. 
Subcommittee interview of Jamie Dimon, JPMorgan Chase (9/19/2012). 

Undated chart entitled, “Credit Spreads on IG9 Index,” prepared by JPMorgan Chase, JPM- 
CIO-PSI-0002062. 

Levin Office briefing by JPMorgan Chase (6/26/2012) (Greg Baer). 

Subcommittee interview of James Hohl, OCC (9/6/2012). 
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E. Unmasking JPMorgan Chase 

By the time Ms. Drew ordered the traders to stop trading, the book 
was, by the traders’ own account, “huge”^’'' and “more and more 
monstrous.”’’^ The JPMorgan Chase official charged with conducting 
the internal investigation of the SCP described the book as having grown 
to a “perilous size.”^^* As Mr. Iksil had warned in January, the “scary” 
notionals produced price “volatility” which, in turn, produced hundreds 
of millions of dollars in losses. 

An additional consequence of the size of the positions was that the 
CIO’s positions became visible to the rest of the market. Mr. Iksil had 
expressed for some time a concern that the traders on the opposite side 
were moving against him.^’^ In January, he had predicted a fight in 
March.^’* By mid-March, in an effort to be less visible, Mr. Iksil had 
begun to purchase long positions in newly issued credit indices instead 
of in the IG9, where the SCP already held massive positions.^™ Yet 
even there, the SCP’s massive buys attracted market attention. 

By early April, press speculation about the large trades in the credit 
markets was building. On April 4, 2012, Peter Weiland, the head of 
market risk for the CIO, received a call from a reporter at the Wall Street 
Journal indicating that the paper was working on a story about Bruno 
Iksil and the 010.^®° The next day, JPMorgan Chase’s head of 
Corporate Communications, Joe Evangelisti, sent an email to 
management describing the upcoming article. He wrote: “[T]hey are 
saying that Iksil currently has more than $200 billion in positions in 
credit trading products and has made JPM more than $600 million in 
profits over the past two years.”^*' 


3/29/2012 email from Bruno Iksil, CIO, to Javier Martin- Artajo, CIO, “First draft of the 
presentation,” conveying “CIO Synthetic Credit Update,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0001249. 

Recorded telephone conversation between Bruno Iksil, CIO, and Julien Grout, CIO 
(3/16/2012), JPM-CIO-PSI-H 0003820-822. 

Michael Cavanagh, quoted in “JPMorgan’s ‘Whale’ Loss Swells to $5.8 billion.” Financial 
Times. Tom Braithwaite, (7/13/2012). 

See, e.g.,I/30/2012 email from Bruno Iksil, CIO, to Javier Martin-Artajo, CIO, “there is more 
loss coming in the core credit book,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0001225 (“The guys have a huge skew trade 
on and they will defend it as much as we do .... It is pointless to go for a fight.”); 1/30/2012 
email from Bruno Iksil, CIO, to Javier Martin-Artajo, CIO, “core credit,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0001226 
(“they really push against our positions here everywhere, there is more pain to come in HY 
too.”). 

1/31/2012 email from Bruno Iksil, CIO, to Javier Martin-Artajo, CIO, “hello, quick update in 
core credit...,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0001229 (“I went to ISMG and advised that we set the book for 
long risk carry the time for us to see whether we really need to fight in mars.”). 

Subcommittee briefing by JPMorgan Chase (8/15/2012) (Jeanette Boot); JPMorgan Chase 
Task Force interview of Bruno Iksil, CIO (partial readout to the Subcommittee on 8/27/2012). 

580 4/4/2012 email from Peter Weiland, CIO, to Irvin Goldman, CIO, “Call,” JPM-CIO-PSI-H 
0002093. 

4/5/2012 email from Joseph Evangelisti, JPMorgan Chase, to Ina Drew, CIO, Douglas 
Braunstein, JPMorgan Chase, and others, “WSJ/BIoomberg CIO stories,” JPM-CIO-PSI 
0000543-545, at 544. 
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On April 6, 2012, both Bloomberg and the Wall Street Journal ran 
articles on Mr. Iksil’s trading. The Bloomberg story, entitled 
“JPMorgan Trader’s Positions Said to Distort Credit Indexes,” began: 

“A JPMorgan Chase & Co. (JPM) trader of derivatives linked 
to the financial health of corporations has amassed positions 
so large that he’s driving price moves in the $10 trillion 
market, traders outside the firm said.”^*^ 

Identifying Mr. Iksil, the article cited investors as complaining that his 
trades “may be distorting prices, affecting bondholders who use the 
instruments to hedge hundreds of billions of dollars of fixed-income 
holdings.”^*^ More specifically, according to the article, two hedge-fund 
traders said they had seen “unusually large price swings when they were 
told by dealers that Mr. Iksil was in the market. At least some traders 
refer to Mr. Iksil as ‘the London Whale. The article also said the 
size of the position could have been as large as $ 1 00 billion.***^ 

The Wall Street Journal article, entitled “London Whale Rattles 
Debt Market,” told a similar tale.^** The article stated: 

“[In] recent weeks, hedge funds and other investors have 
been puzzled by unusual movements in some credit markets, 
and have been buzzing about the identity of a deep-pocketed 
trader dubbed ‘the London Whale.’ That trader, according to 
people familiar with the matter, is a low-profile, French-bom 
J.P. Morgan Chase & Co. employee named Bruno Michel 
Iksil. Mr. Iksil has taken large positions for the bank in 
insurance-like products called credit-default swaps. Lately, 
partly in reaction to market movements possibly resulting 
from Mr. Iksil’s trades, some hedge funds and others have 
made heavy opposing bets, according to people close to the 
matter. Those investors have been buying default protection 
on a basket of companies’ bonds using an index of... CDS. 

Mr. Iksil has been selling the protection, placing his own bet 
that the companies won’t default.” 

The article also asserted that the hedge funds were betting against Mr. 
Iksil, hoping to force him to reduce some of his holdings, which would 
result in gains for them and losses for JPMorgan Chase. The article 

“JPMorgan Trader’s Positions Said to Distort Credit Indexes,” Bloomberg , Stephanie Ruble, 
Bradley Keoun, and Mary Childs, (4/6/2012), http://www.bloomberg.eom/news/2012-04- 
05/jpmorgan-trader-iksiI-s-heft-is-said-to-distort-credit-indexes.html. 

Id. 

’'•Md. 

Id, 

“London Whale Rattles Debt Market,” Wall Street Journal . Gregory Zuckerman and Katy 
Bume, (4/6/2012), 

http://oniine.wsj.eom/artide/SB1000142405270230329960457732603 1 1 19412436.html. 

Id. 
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identified the IG9 credit index as the credit instrument whose price some 
traders believed may have been “moved” by the size of Mr. Iksil’s 
trades.^** The article closed by noting that the notional volume in IG9 
trades had “ballooned to $144.6 billion on March 30 from $92.6 billion 
at the start of the year.”^*^ 

Because of the Easter holiday in Europe, the first day of trading 
after the articles appeared was April 10, 2012. The CIO reported a $412 
million SCP loss that day, more than senior management had 
expected.^^° 

F. Dismantling the SCP 

After the whale trades became public knowledge, JPMorgan Chase 
ordered a team of derivatives experts from the bank’s Investment Bank 
to analyze the CIO’s Synthetic Credit Portfolio. At a later Senate 
hearing, Mr. Dimon explained what they found as follows: 

“In December 201 1, as part of a firm wide effort and in 
anticipation of new Basel Cap[ital] requirements, we 
instructed CIO to reduce risk weighted assets and associated 
risk. To achieve this in the Synthetic Credit Portfolio, the 
CIO could have simply reduced its existing positions. 

Instead, starting in mid-January, it embarked on a complex 
strategy that entailed [m]any positions that it did believe 
offset the existing ones. This strategy, however, ended up 
creating a portfolio that was larger and ultimately resulted in 
even more complex and hard to manage risks. ... CIO’s 
strategy for reducing the Synthetic Credit Portfolio was 
poorly conceived and vetted.”^’^ 

In another context, Mr. Dimon was even more blunt: 

“We made a terrible, egregious mistake. There is almost no 
excuse for it. We knew we were sloppy. We know we were 
stupid. We know there was bad judgment. In hindsight, we 


588 

58 !) 

4/10/2012 email from Douglas Braimsiein, JPMorgan Chase, to John Hogan, JPMorgan 
Chase, “Credit,” JPM-CIO-PSI-H 0002276 (upon receiving notice of the $412 million loss, Mr. 
Braunslein responded: “A bit more than -we thought,” to which Mr. Hogan replied: “Lovely”). 

On April 27, 2012, Chief Risk Officer John Hogan sent his Deputy Risk Officer Ashley 
Bacon to London, along with Rob O’Rahilly from the Investment Bank, and Olivier Vigneron, 
London Head of Model Risk and Development, to analyze every position in the SCP. 
Subcommittee interviews of John Hogan and Ashley Bacon, JPMorgan Chase (9/4/2012) and 
Ashley Bacon, JPMorgan Chase (9/5/2012) (he told the Subcommittee that, beginning on April 
27, his work on the SCP became “all consuming”); Subcommittee briefing by JPMorgan Chase 
(8/15/2012) (Harry Weiss); 2013 JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, at 71 . 

Testimony of Jamie Dimon, “A Breakdown in Risk Management: What Went Wrong at 
JPMorgan Chase?” before the U.S. Senate Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs, 
S.Hrg. 112-715 (June 13,2012). 



264 


109 

took far too much risk. That strategy we had was badly 
vetted. It was badly monitored. It should never have 
happened.”^^^ 

Mr. Dlmon directed his team of derivative experts to dismantle the 
CIO’s Synthetic Credit Portfolio.^®'* At its height in March 2012, the 
portfolio included holdings of more than 100 types of credit derivatives, 
almost all index or tranche holdings, most of which had lost value since 
their acquisition. The bulk of the SCP credit derivatives were 
transferred to the Investment Bank, which closed out most of the 
positions; about $12 billion in notional amount was left with the CIO 
which closed out those positions by the end of September.^^^ 

Unwinding those positions led the CIO to report another $449 million 
loss.^^® 

The escalating losses during 2012, which outpaced all predictions, 
provide concrete proof of the high risk nature of the Synthetic Credit 
Portfolio. In January 2012, the SCP book lost $100 million, with the 
largest daily loss during that month reaching $23 million on January 30. 
In February, the book lost another $69 million, with the largest daily loss 
of $24 million on February 8. In March, the SCP’s reported losses 
increased nearly eightfold, to $550 million, with the month’s largest loss 
taking place on the last business day, March 30, 2012, of $319 million. 
The losses continued for the next six months. At the end of April, the 
CIO reported year-to-date losses totaling $2.1 billion. On May 1 1, the 
SCP reported its largest single daily loss of $570 million. In July 2012, 
the bank restated the first quarter’s financial results, disclosing 
additional unreported losses of $660 million, and a year-to-date total of 
$4.2 billion. As of September 2012, the bank reported additional SCP 
losses of $449 million. By December, year-to-date losses from the 
whale trades exceeded $6.2 billion, or approximately 45% of the bank’s 
pre-tax earnings through September,^’^ with another $1 billion 
possible.^^* To date, the SCP book has lost more than three times the 
revenues it produced in its first five years combined. 


Statement by Jamie Dimon, quoted by Chairman Tim Johnson at “A Breakdown in Risk 
Management; What Went Wrong at JPMorgan Chase?” before the U.S. Senate Committee on 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs, S. Hrg. 112-715 (June 13, 2012). 

See JPMorgan Chase & Co. Form 10-Q (for period ending 9/30/2012), filed with the SEC 

(11/08/2012), alio. 


See 12/12/2012 OCC Supervisory Letter, JPM-20I2-66, PSI-OCC- 18-000001 [Sealed 
Exhibit], 

See, e.g., “Mortgage Lending Helps JPMorgan Profit Rise 34%, ” New York Times 
(10/12/2012), http://dealbook.nytimes.cotn/2012/10/12/jpmorgan-quarterly-profit-rises- 
34/?ref=global. 
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CIO Synthetic Credit Portfolio Reported Mark-To-Market Losses 


January - December 2012 


Month or Quarter End 

Monthly or Quarterly 
Losses 

Cumulative Losses 
YTD 

January 

$ 1 00 million 

$ 100 million*””* 

February 

$ 69 million 

$ 169 million 

March 

$ 550 million 

$ 719 million 

April 

$ 1.413 billion 

$2,132 billion 

As of May 15 

$ 1.563 billion 

$ 3.695 billion 

June 

Not available 

$44 billion'*™ 

July restatement of first 
quarter losses 

$ 660 million'’'*’ 

STs billion"® 

September 

$ 449 million'”’* 

$ 6.2 billion 

December 

Not available 

$ 6.2 billion'’"'’ 


Source: JPMorgan Chase & Co. 2012 SEC filings; OCC spreadsheet, OCC-SPl-00000298. 


G. Analysis 

JPMorgan Chase is the largest derivatives dealer in the United 
States, with years of experience in trading credit derivatives. At times, 
bank representatives told the Subcommittee that the synthetic credit 
derivatives traded by the CIO should be viewed as an effective risk 
management tool designed to lower the bank’s overall credit risk. The 
facts associated with the whale trades, however, prove otherwise. They 
show how credit derivatives, when purchased in massive quantities, with 
multiple maturities and reference entities, produce a high risk portfolio 
that even experts can’t manage. Step by step, the bank’s high paid credit 
derivative experts built a derivatives portfolio that encompassed 
hundreds of billions of dollars in notional holdings and generated 
billions of dollars in losses that no one predicted or could stop. Far from 
reducing or hedging the bank’s risk, the CIO’s Synthetic Credit Portfolio 
functioned instead as a high risk proprietary trading operation that had 
no place at a federally insured bank. 

The whale trades also demonstrate how risk can be misunderstood, 
manipulated, and mishandled when a bank claims to have been using 
derivative trades to lower its overall risk, but has no contemporaneous 


For losses from January through May 15, 2012, see OCC spreadsheet, OCC-SPI-00000298. 
JPMorgan Chase & Co. Form 10-Q for quarterly period ending 6/30/2012, at 6, 1 1 . 
JPMorgan Chase & Co. Form 8-K, (7/13/2012), at 2. 

Testimony of Michael J. Cavanagh, Co-Chief Executive Officer, Corporate and Investaient 
Bank, JPMorgan Chase, “JPMorgan Chase Whale Trades: A Case History of Derivatives Risks 
& Abuses,” before the U.S. Senate Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations (March 15. 
2013). 

JPMorgan Chase & Co. Form 10-Q for quarterly period ending 9/30/2012, at 10, 12. 

““ 12/12/2012 OCC Supervisory Letter, JPM-20I2-66, PSI-OCC-I8-000001 [Sealed Exhibit]. 
The $6.2 billion did not change from September, apparently because, by then, the SCP had been 
largely dismantled and most of its positions transferred to the Investment Bank. 
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records detailing the risk reduction strategy or the assets being hedged, 
no analysis showing how the size and nature of the hedge were 
determined, and no tests gauging the hedge’s effectiveness. Hedging 
claims require those types of contemporaneous records in order to be 
substantiated. In addition, the fact that the OCC was not fully aware of 
the Synthetic Credit Portfolio for years, because its performance data 
was subsumed within a larger investment portfolio, highlights the need 
for improved derivatives data to ensure the OCC can detect and oversee 
all substantial derivatives portfolios being traded by a bank through a 
U.S. or foreign office. 
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IV. HIDING LOSSES 

In its first four years of operation, the Synthetic Credit Portfolio 
produced positive revenues, but in 2012, it opened the year with 
sustained losses. In January, February, and March, the days reporting 
losses far exceeded the days reporting profits, and there wasn’t a single 
day when the SCP was in the black. To minimize its reported losses, the 
CIO began to deviate from the valuation practices it had used in the past 
to price credit derivatives. In early January, the CIO had typically 
established the daily value of a credit derivative by marking it at or near 
the midpoint price in the daily range of prices (bid-ask spread) offered in 
the marketplace. Using midpoint prices had enabled the CIO to comply 
with the requirement that it value its derivatives using prices that were 
the “most representative of fair value.” But later in the first quarter of 
2012, instead of marking near the midpoint, the CIO began to assign 
more favorable prices within the daily price range (bid-ask spread) to its 
credit derivatives. The more favorable prices enabled the CIO to report 
smaller losses in the daily profit/loss (P&L) reports that the SCP filed 
internally within the bank. 

The data indicates that the CIO began using more favorable 
valuations in late January and accelerated that practice over the next two 
months. By March 15, 2012, two key participants, Julien Grout, a junior 
trader charged with marking the SCP’s positions on a daily basis, and his 
supervisor, Bruno Iksil, head trader in charge of the SCP book, were 
explicit about what they were doing. As Mr. Grout told Mr. Iksil in an 
instant message conversation: “[I] am not marking at mids as per a 
previous conversation.”*’®^ The next day, Mr. Iksil expressed to Mr. 
Grout his concerns about the growing discrepancy between the marks 
they were reporting versus those called for by marking at the midpoint 
prices: “I can’t keep this going .... I think what he’s [their supervisor, 
Javier Martin-Artajo] expecting is a re-marking at the end of the month 
.... I don’t know where he wants to stop, but it’s getting idiotic.”®®® 

For five days, from March 12 to 16, 2012, Mr. Grout prepared a 
spreadsheet tracking the differences between the daily SCP values he 
was reporting and the values that would have been reported using 
midpoint prices. According to the spreadsheet, by March 16, 2012, the 
Synthetic Credit Portfolio had reported year-to-date losses of $161 
million, but if midpoint prices had been used, those losses would have 
swelled by at least another $432 million to a total of $593 million. CIO 
head Ina Drew told the Subcommittee that it was not until July 2012, 
after she had left the bank, that she became aware of this spreadsheet 


3/15/2012 instant messaging session among Bruno Iksil, CIO, Julien Grout, CIO, and Luis 
Buraya, CIO, JPM-CIO-PSI-H 0003798-819, at 805. 

3/16/2012 transcript of recorded telephone conversation between Bruno Iksil. CIO, and Julien 
Grout, CIO, JPM-CIO-PSI-H 0003820-822, at 821. 
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and said she had never before seen that type of “shadow P&L 
document.” 

On March 20, 2012, in a lengthy telephone conversation, Mr. Iksil 
told his supervisor, Mr. Martin-Artajo, that in an effort to begin to show 
the SCP’s losses he had issued a profit/loss (P&L) report disclosing not 
only a $40 million SCP loss for the day, but also projecting a “material” 
P&L “lag” of $600 to $800 million. Mr. Martin-Artajo expressed 
dismay at disclosing large losses prior to a meeting scheduled the next 
day to discuss the SCP with Ms. Drew. Ms. Drew told the 
Subcommittee that, despite the P&L report, the traders’ growing 
agitation over underreporting SCP losses, and an “exhaustive” meeting 
on the SCP, she did not learn at that time that the CIO London team was 
mismarking the SCP book. 

On March 23, Mr. Iksil estimated in an email that the SCP had lost 
about $600 million using midpoint prices and $300 million using the 
“best” prices, but the SCP reported a daily loss of only $ 1 2 million. On 
March 30, the last business day of the quarter, the CIO suddenly 
reported a daily loss of $3 19 million, a loss six times larger than any 
prior day. But even with that outsized reported loss, a later analysis by 
the CIO’s Valuation Control Group (VCG) noted that, by March 31, 
2012, the cumulative difference in the SCP’s P&L figures between using 
midpoint prices versus more favorable prices totaled $512 million. 

On April 10, 2012, the CIO initially reported an estimated daily 
loss of $6 million, but 90 minutes later, after a confrontation between 
two CIO traders. Issued a new P&L report estimating a loss of $400 
million. That change took place on the first trading day after the whale 
trades gained media attention; one CIO trader later said CIO personnel 
were “scared” at the time to hide such a large loss. As a result, the SCP 
internally reported year-to-date losses of about $1.2 billion, crossing the 
$1 billion mark for the first time. 

One result of the CIO’s using more favorable valuations was that 
two different business lines within JPMorgan Chase, the Chief 
Investment Office and the Investment Bank, assigned different values to 
identical credit derivative holdings. At one point, the CIO accused the 
Investment Bank, which was a counterparty to some of its trades, of 
damaging the CIO by using different marks and leaking the CIO’s 
positions to the marketplace, accusations it later dropped. Other CIO 
counterparties also noticed the price differences between the two 
business lines and objected to the CIO’s values, resulting in collateral 
disputes peaking at $690 million. In May, the bank’s Deputy Chief Risk 
Officer, Ashley Bacon, directed the CIO to mark its books in the same 
manner as the Investment Bank, which used an independent pricing 
service to identify the midpoints in the relevant price ranges. That 



269 


114 

change in valuation methodology resolved the collateral disputes in 
favor of the CIO’s counterparties and, at the same time, put an end to the 
CIO’s mismarking. 

On May 10, 2012, the bank’s Controller issued an internal 
memorandum summarizing a special assessment of the SCP’s valuations 
from January through April. Although the memorandum documented 
the CIO’s use of more favorable values through the course of the first 
quarter, and a senior bank official even privately confronted a CIO 
manager about using “aggressive” prices in March, the memorandum 
generally upheld the CIO valuations because, on their face, the prices 
generally fell within the daily price range (bid-ask spread) for the 
relevant derivatives. The bank memorandum observed that the CIO had 
reported about $500 million less in losses than if it had used midpoint 
prices for its credit derivatives, and even disallowed and modified a few 
prices that had fallen outside of the permissible price range (bid-ask 
spread), yet found the CIO had acted “consistent with industry 
practices.” 

The sole purpose of the Controller’s special assessment was to 
ensure that the CIO had accurately reported the value of its derivative 
holdings, since those holdings helped determine the bank’s overall 
financial results. The Controller determined that the CIO could properly 
report a total of $71 9 million in losses, instead of the $1.2 billion that 
would have been reported if midpoint prices had been used. That the 
Controller essentially concluded the SCP’s losses could legitimately fall 
anywhere between $719 million and $1.2 billion exposes the subjective, 
imprecise, and malleable nature of the derivative valuation process. 

The bank told the Subcommittee that, despite the overly favorable 
pricing practices noted in the May memorandum and the collateral 
disputes resolved in favor of the CIO’s counterparties, it did not view the 
CIO as having engaged in any mismarking until June 2012, when its 
internal investigation began reviewing CIO recorded telephone calls and 
heard CIO personnel disparaging the very marks they were 
reporting. On July 13, 2012, the bank restated its first quarter earnings, 
reporting additional SCP losses of $660 million. JPMorgan Chase told 
the Subcommittee that the decision to restate its financial results was a 
difficult one, because $660 million was not clearly a “material” amount 
for the bank, and the valuations used by the CIO did not clearly violate 
bank policy or generally accepted accounting principles since they used 
prices that were generally within the daily price range (bid-ask spread) 
for the relevant credit derivatives. The bank told the Subcommittee that 
the key consideration leading to the restatement of the bank’s losses was 
its determination that the London CIO personnel had not acted in “good 
faith” when marking the SCP book, which meant the SCP valuations had 
to be revised. Essentially, the CIO traders had failed to use the price 



270 


115 

“that is most representative of fair value in the circumstances” as 
required by bank policy and generally aceepted accounting principles. 

The ability of CIO personnel to hide hundreds of millions of 
dollars of additional losses over the span of three months, and yet 
survive valuation reviews by both internal and external accounting 
experts, shows how imprecise, undisciplined, and open to manipulation 
the current process is for valuing derivatives. This weak valuation 
process is all the more troubling given the high risk nature of synthetic 
credit derivatives, the lack of any underlying tangible assets to stem 
losses, and the speed with which substantial losses can accumulate and 
threaten a bank’s profitability. The whale trades’ bad faith valuations 
exposed not only misconduct by the CIO and the bank’s violation of the 
derivative valuation process mandated in generally accepted accounting 
principles, but also a systemic weakness in the valuation process itself 
for derivatives. 

In compiling the information for this section of the Report, as 
explained earlier, the Subcommittee was unable to interview the key 
CIO personnel involved in marking the SCP book and preparing the 
CIO’s daily P&L statements, Achilles Macris, Javier Martin-Artajo, 
Bruno Iksil, and Julien Grout, each of whom declined to speak with the 
Subcommittee and remained outside the reach of the Subcommittee’s 
subpoena authority. Mr. Macris was the head of the CIO’s International 
Office. Mr. Martin-Artajo was the head of the CIO’s equity and credit 
trading operation. Mr. Iksil was a senior CIO trader who oversaw the 
Synthetic Credit Portfolio. Mr. Grout was a more junior CIO trader 
specializing in credit derivatives and charged with preparing the SCP’s 
daily marks. 

A. Background 

(1) Valuing Derivatives In General 

Under U.S. Generally Accepted Accounting Principles (GAAP), at 
the close of every business day, companies that own derivatives, 
including credit derivatives, must establish their “fair value.”®°^ Under 
GAAP, fair value is defined as “the price that would be received to sell 
an asset or paid to transfer a liability in an orderly transaction between 
market participants at the measurement date.”®* GAAP explains that 
deriving fair value “assumes a hypothetical transaction but is 
nonetheless a market-driven exercise using the best available 
information at hand.” 


Accounting Standards Codification Topic 820-10-30, Fair Value Measurements and 
Disclosures (ASC 820). 

608 jd_ 
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GAAP specifies a hierarchy of three categories of information that 
should be used when calculating the fair value of a derivative, placing a 
priority on observed market prices.®”^ Level 1 consists of “quoted prices 
in active markets for identical assets or liabilities.”®"’ Level 2 consists 
of “Inputs other than quoted prices included within Level 1 that are 
observable for the asset or liability, either directly or indirectly.”®' ' 

They include, for example, quoted prices for similar assets in either 
active or inactive markets. Level 3 consists of “unobservable inputs,” 
such as pricing models used when no actual market prices are 
available.®''^ 

To establish the fair value of a derivative that is traded in a dealer’s 
market, such as credit derivatives, GAAP focuses on the prices actually 
used by the dealers. Since those prices fluctuate over the course of the 
day, a key issue is what price to use within the daily range of prices 
being offered in the marketplace. The daily price range is often referred 
to as the “bid-ask spread,” meaning the prices that dealers offer to buy or 
sell a derivative during the course of a trading day. GAAP states: 

“[T]he price within the bid-ask spread that is most representative of fair 
value in the circumstances shall be used to measure fair value. ”®'^ 

Determining what price within a given price range is “most 
representative of fair value in the circumstances” permits market 
participants to exercise a degree of subjective judgment. GAAP also 
supports using “mid-market pricing ... as a practical expedient for fair 
value measurements within a bid-ask spread.”®'"* By “mid-market 
pricing,” it means the price in the middle of the day’s price range. For 
that reason, many market participants routinely use the midpoint price of 
a derivative’s bid-ask spread in their daily financial reporting. To 
supply that information, some firms that administer credit indices 
publish or provide clients with the daily bid-ask spread and midpoint 
price for derivatives of interest.®'® Some financial firms employ 
independent price reporting services to identify, for a fee, the bid-ask 


Accounting Standards Codification Topic 820-10-35-37, Fair Value Measurements and 
Disclosures (ASC 820). 

Accounting Standards Codification Topic 820-10-35-40, Fair Value Measurements and 
Disclosures (ASC 820). 

Accounting Standards Codification Topic 820-10-35-47, Fair Value Measurements and 
Disclosures (ASC 820). 

Accounting Standards Codification Topic 820-10-35-52, Fair Value Measurements and 
Disclosures (ASC 820). 

Accounting Standards Codification Topic 820-10-35-36C, Fair Value Measurements and 
Disclosures (ASC 820). 

*''' Accounting Standards Codification Topic 820-10-35-36D, Fair Value Measurements and 
Disclosures (ASC 820). 

See, e.g., Markit Group, Ltd., a global financial information services company that 
administers multiple credit index products, and publishes the daily bid-ask spread and midpoint 
price for them on its website at www.marldt.com. Markit Credit Indices: A Primer (October 
2012), at 7, 12; see also http://www.markit.com/en/products/data/indices/credit-and-loan- 
indices/cdx/cdx-prices-iframe.page. 
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spread and midpoint prices of specified derivatives for use in their 
financial reporting.^'® Still other firms use their own personnel to 
identify the daily bid-ask spread and midpoint prices for their 
derivatives. 

Although GAAP essentially provides a safe harbor for midpoint 
prices, it does not compel firms to use them. For example, if a trade 
were to occur late in the day at a price near the extreme end of the daily 
price range (bid-ask spread), GAAP would allow a market participant to 
use that price (versus the mid-price) if it were to determine that the end- 
of-day price was “most representative of fair value in the 
circumstances.”®” 

Because GAAP requires derivative values to be recorded each 
business day in accordance with market values, derivatives are often 
characterized as “mark-to-market.” The values or prices assigned to the 
derivatives each day are often referred to as the daily “marks.” Under 
GAAP, the value of every derivative must be recorded or marked-to- 
market each day in a company’s books, even if the derivative was not 
actually purchased, sold, or otherwise actively traded. The daily gain or 
loss is typically reported internally by each business line within a firm 
and rolled up into a firmwide daily profit and loss statement. 

Because derivative values often fluctuate, parties to a derivative 
agreement often agree to post cash collateral on an ongoing basis to 
cover the cost of settling the derivatives contract. The amount of cash 
collateral that has to be posted typically changes periodically to reflect 
the fair value of the derivative. If a dispute arises over the value of the 
derivative and the amount of collateral to be posted, the parties typically 
negotiate a resolution of the “collateral dispute.” 

As part of establishing the fair value of derivatives, pricing 
adjustments are also sometimes made when the derivatives are, for 
example, traded in less liquid markets,®'* or are part of a large holding 
whose size might affect the price.®"* Parties with derivative portfolios 


JPMorgan Chase’s Investment Bank, for example, took this approach. 

Aecounting Standards Codification Topic 820-10-35-24B, Fair Value Measurements and 
Disclosures {ASC 820). 

See Accounting Standards Codification Topic 820-10-35-54D, Fair Value Measurements and 
Disclosures (ASC 820) (“If a reporting entity concludes that there has been a significant decrease 
in the volume or level of activity for the asset or liability in relation to normal market activity for 
the asset or liability (or similar assets or liabilities), further analysis of the transactions or quoted 
prices is needed.”). 

See, e.g., 2013 JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, at 49, footnote 60 (“By convention, the 
exit price is estimated for normal trading size, and CIO was not required to estimate the prices it 
would have received if it attempted to sell its entire (large) position at once.”). See also 
5/10/2012 JPMorgan Chase Controllers special assessment of CIO’s marks, January to April 
2012, at 5, JPM-CIO 0003637-654, at 641 (“GAAP continues to permit size-based adjustments 
for derivatives portfolios if an election is made to do so.”). 
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may also establish a reserve, known as a fair value adjustment, based on 
such considerations as the illiquidity of the market, the creditworthiness 
of its derivative counterparties, the extent to which it holds a 
concentrated block of assets, and the uncertainties associated with its 
pricing methodology.^^” 

(2) Valuing Derivatives at JPMorgan Chase 

Because JPMorgan Chase is one of the largest derivative dealers 
and traders in the world and the value of its derivatives holdings affect 
its financial results, it has longstanding policies and procedures on how 
to price its derivative holdings and report their fair value on the 
company’s books. Its policies and procedures generally adhere closely 
to GAAP principles. 

To determine fair value, for example, as summarized in a 2012 
internal report examining SCP pricing, JPMorgan Chase policies reflect 
GAAP’s accounting principles: 

“General 

Fair value is the price to sell an asset or transfer a liability in 
the principal (or most advantageous) market for the asset or 
liability (an exit price). The sale or transfer assumes an 
orderly transaction between market participants. 

Data Sources and Adjustments 

Valuation techniques used to measure the fair value of an 
asset or liability maximize the use of observable inputs, that 
is, inputs that reflect the assumptions market participants 
would use in pricing the asset or liability developed based on 
market data obtained from independent sources. Valuations 
consider current market conditions and available market 
information and will, therefore, represent a market-based, not 
firm-specific, measurement. 

Where available, quoted market prices are the principal 
reference point for establishing fair value. Market quotation 
may come from a variety of sources, but emphasis is given to 
executable quotes and actual market transactions (over 
indicative or similar non-binding price quotes). In certain 
circumstances valuation adjustments (such as liquidity 
adjustments) may be necessary to ensure that financial 
instruments are recorded at fair value. 

Bid-offer spread and position size 

Subcommittee briefing by Public Company Accounting Oversight Board (9/14/2012). 
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As further described in US GAAP Accounting Standards 
Codification Topic 820 Fair Value Measurement (‘ASC 
820’), the objective of a fair value measurement is to arrive at 
an appropriate exit price within the bid-offer spread, and 
ASC 820 notes that mid-market pricing may (but is not 
required to) be used a practical expedient. 

In its January 2013 report on the CIO whale trades, the JPMorgan Chase 
Task Force summarized the bank’s derivatives valuation approach as 
follows: “[B]oth U.S. GAAP and Firm policy required that CIO make a 
good-faith estimate of the exit price for a reasonably sized lot of each 
position, and assign values reflecting those estimates. 

Since at least 2007, JPMorgan Chase policy has been to use 
midpoint prices as the “starting point” for valuing its derivatives: 

“The Firm makes markets in derivative contracts, transacting 
with retail and institutional clients as well as other dealers. . . . 

In general, the dealer market is the Firm’s principal market 
for derivative transactions as the greatest volume of the 
Firm’s derivatives activities occur in the dealer market. In 
addition the dealer market is the most advantageous exit 
market for the Firm. . . . The starting point for the valuation 
of a derivatives portfolio is mid market. As a dealer, the 
Firm can execute at or close to mid market thereby profiting 
from the difference between the retail and dealer markets. If 
the Firm cannot exit a position at mid market certain 
adjustments are taken to arrive at exit price.”^^^ 

Investment Bank. Within JPMorgan Chase, the Investment Bank 
is one of the largest holders of derivatives. JPMorgan Chase told the 
Subcommittee that the Investment Bank’s standard practice was to value 
its derivatives using the midpoint price in the relevant price range.’’^"' 

To identify the mid-price, the Investment Bank employed an 
independent pricing valuation service which provided pricing 


5/10/2012 JPMorgan Chase Controllers special assessment of CIO’s marks, January through 
April 2012, at 4, JPM~CIO 0003637-654, at 640. See also 1 1/8/2007 Controllers Corporate 
Accounting Policies, “Fair Value Measurements,” prepared by JPMorgan Chase, OCC-SPI- 
00056794, at 4 (“The transaction to sell the asset or transfer the liability is a hypothetical 
transaction at the measurement date, considered from the perspective of a market participant that 
holds the asset or owes the liability. Therefore, the objective of a fair value measurement is to 
determine the price that would be received to sell the asset or paid to transfer the liability at the 
measurement dale (an exit price).”). 

2013 JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, at 48-49. 

1 1/8/2007 Controllers Corporate Accounting Policies, “Fair Value Measurements,” prepared 
by JPMorgan Chase, OCC~SPI-00056794, at 1 1. See also 5/10/2012 Controllers Corporate 
Accounting Policies, “Fair Value Measurements,” prepared by JPMorgan Chase, JPM-CIO 
0003424-442. 

Subcommittee briefing by JPMorgan Chase (8/15/2012) (Olivier Vigneron). 
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information on a number of derivatives for trading book valuations.®^* 
This service typically provided the bank with the midpoints of the bid- 
ask spreads for specified derivatives. 

Chief Investment Office. The CIO began actively investing in 
credit derivatives and assembling a Synthetic Credit Portfolio beginning 
in 2006. The internal document authorizing the CIO to conduct credit 
derivatives trading contained this paragraph on valuing credit 
derivatives: 


“Valuation Control 

CIO is not a market maker and uses the Investment Bank’s 
risk and valuation systems to transact its products. As such 
CIO is a price taker using prices and valuation inputs 
controlled and determined by the market making businesses 
of the bank. CIO’s Valuation Control Group coordinator will 
ensure that where pricing adjustments are identified from the 
month end price test process for market making groups in the 
Investment Bank, that where CIO hold the same positions the 
adjustments are also discussed with/applied to CIO.”®^® 

In 2010, a CIO internal procedure for testing the accuracy of CIO 
asset valuations stated that “[ijndependent and reliable direct price feeds 
are the preferred method for assessing valuation. In general, third party 
prices/broker quotes are considered the next best pricing source.”®^ It 
also indicated that the CIO’s price testing group obtained independent 
and reliable direct price feeds from the “Finance Valuation & Policy 
Group (‘FVP’) within the Investment Bank” for “select CIO products,” 
and that in other cases, the “IB FVP team conducts price testing of select 
positions” for the CIO. It also noted that “[ijndependent prices are 
obtained from various external sources (Markit, Totem, etc.) and applied 
to CIO positions for price testing purposes.”®^* 


These documents indicate that, to value its credit derivatives, the 
CIO was to use the same “prices and valuation inputs” as the Investment 
Bank and to work closely with the Investment Bank’s valuation team, 
drawing in part on independent pricing information from valuation 
services like Markit and Totem. The evidence indicates, however, that 
was not how the CIO actually operated in the case of the Synthetic 
Credit Portfolio in 2012. 


^ Subcommittee briefing by JPMorgan Chase legal counsel (2/4/2013). For example, Markit 
provides price data for credit derivative indices, while Totem, a related company, provides price 
data for credit index tranches. See 5/1 0^012 JPMorgan Chase Controllers special assessment of 
CIO’s marks, January through April 2012, at 6, JPM-CIO 0003637-654, at 642. 

CIO Executive Summary, “Chief Investment Office New Business Initiative Approval” on 
“Credit and Equity Capability,” (undated, but in 2006), at 1 1 , OCC-SPI-OOOS 1631. 

5/21/2010 CIO-VCG Procedure: Valuation Process, OCC-SPI-00052685, at 1. 

Id., at 3. 
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In 2012, there was little or no evidence that CIO personnel valuing 
SCP credit derivatives coordinated their review with the Investment 
Bank, used Investment Bank prices, or relied on daily prices supplied by 
independent pricing valuation services. Instead, CIO personnel 
unilaterally reviewed the market data each business day for each of its 
credit derivatives, estimated their fair value, and then, on a daily basis, 
entered the fair value of each derivative position in the CIO’s Synthetic 
Credit Portfolio trading book.“® As explained in a later bank report on 
the CIO’s derivatives pricing practices; 

“CIO’s valuation process reflects how and to whom CIO 
would exit positions by typically seeking price quotes ftom 
the dealers with whom CIO would most frequently transact 
and with whom CIO would seek to exit positions, rather than 
looking for more broad based consensus pricing from a wide 
variety of dealers not active in these credit markets. . . . CIO 
necessarily uses judgment to identify the point within the bid- 
offer spread that best represents the level at which CIO 
reasonably believes it could exit its positions, considering 
available broker quotes, market liquidity, recent price 
volatility and other factors.’’^^® 

By March 2012, when the SCP routinely encompassed over 100 
different types of credit derivatives, this daily pricing effort required 
sustained effort. The resulting CIO prices often differed from those of 
the Investment Bank, as explained below. 

During the period examined by the Subcommittee, the daily task of 
marking the SCP book with the fair value of its credit derivatives fell to 
a Junior CIO trader, Julien Grout, who performed the task with 
assistance from the head Synthetic Credit Portfolio manager Bruno 
Iksil.®^^ Late in the afternoon each business day, Mr. Grout determined 
the daily marks for each of the SCP’s holdings and then used a series of 
computer programs to generate an estimate of the SCP’s overall daily 
profit or loss, known as the “P&L Predict.”®^^ He also often drafted a 
short explanation for the day’s gains or losses and included that 


See 2013 JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, at 46. 

5/10/2012 JPMorgan Chase Controllers special assessment of CIO’s marks, January to April 
2012, at 5, JPM-CIO 0003637-654, at 641. See also 2013 JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, 
at 46-47. 

See, e.g., 4/10/2012 email from Julien Grout, CIO, to “CIO Credit Positions” email group, 
“CIO CORE Credit Positions: 10-Aprl2,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0023061 (listing numerous credit 
derivative positions and their fair values). 

See 2013 JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, at 46. According to the JPMorgan Chase Task 
Force, to determine the fair value of particular derivatives, the trader considered “recently 
executed trades,” “price quotes received from dealers and counterparties,” and his “observations 
of and judgment regarding market conditions, including the relationships between and among 
different instruments.” Id. 

2013 JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, at 47. 
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explanation in the P&L Predict as well.“‘' At the end of the business 
day in London, Mr. Grout sent an email with the P&L Predict to a 
designated list of CIO personnel in both London and New York.'’^^ 

In New York, a CIO colleague, Isi Oaikhiena, consolidated a 
variety of daily CIO P&L reports, including the SCP P&L Predict from 
London, into a single document each day known as the CIO “EOD” 

(End of Day) P&L report, and emailed it to the “EOD Credit Estimate” 
group.^^^ That group consisted of about 20 CIO employees, including 
CIO head Ina Drew, Chief Financial Officer John Wilmot, the key CIO 
traders, and various CIO risk managers and VCG analysts.^^^ The EOD 
Credit Estimate Group reviewed and produced a final CIO EOD P&L 
report for the day, using a computer database to generate a composite, 
cumulative daily P&L figure for the CIO.^^* The final EOD P&L report 
included an SCP P&L figure that often differed from the original 
estimate and sometimes, but not always, included the explanation 
provided by Mr. Grout. The final CIO P&L results were also rolled it up 
into a bankwide, internal, cumulative, daily P&L statement.*^^ 

Although it seems that the CIO’s practice prior to 2012 had been to 
value the SCP credit derivatives at or near the midpoint price in the 
relevant daily price range, at some point in early 2012, that practice 
changed. According to notes of an interview of Bruno Iksil by the 
JPMorgan Chase Task Force review, Mr. Martin-Artajo told Mr. Iksil 
that he was not there to provide “mids.” Mr. Martin-Artajo thought that 
the market was irrational, and Mr. Iksil should provide his judgment and 
estimate the value of the positions, not rely on the exit price. Mr. Iksil 
told the Task Force that there was a difference between what Mr. 
Martin-Artajo and the bank expected him to do.®'*“ 

Valuation Control Group. Due to the importance of derivative 
valuations, which can encompass a large set of assets that affect 
bankwide profit and loss calculations on a daily basis, all banks are 
required to set up an internal process to crosscheck the accuracy of the 


Td. 

See, e.g., 3/20/2012 email from Julien Grout, CIO, to “CIO ESTIMATED P&L” mail list, 
“CIO Core Credit P&L Predict [20 Mar]: -$39,686k (dly) -$275.424k (ytd),” JPM-CIO-PSI 
0016487-89. 

See, e.g., 3/20/2012 email from Isi Oaikhiena, CIO, to “EOD Credit estimate” mail list, copy 
to “CIO P&L Team” mail list, “International Credit Consolidated P&L 20-Mar-2012,” JPM- 
CIO-PSI 0019484. 

12/12/2012 distribution list document, “Distribution List Membership Around March 2012,” 
provided to Subcommittee by JPMorgan Chase legal counsel, JPM-CIO-PSI-H 0002815. 

Subcommittee brieUng by JPMorgan Chase legal counsel (2/4/2013). 

Id. (explaining that the bank’s internal database, “Monster Truck,” generated P&L data for 
both the CIO and firmwide P&L reports). 

JPMorgan Chase Task Force interview of Bruno Iksil, CIO (partial readout to the 
Subcommittee on 8/27/2012). 
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values reported internally.'’'*' At JPMorgan Chase, this process was 
administered by the Valuation Control Group (VCG). VCGs at the level 
of the bank’s lines of business reported to the Chief Financial Officer at 
the line of business, who in turn reported to the bank’s Chief Financial 
Officer, Douglas Braunstein.**^ At the end of each month, each VCG 
was required to validate the asset valuations in the relevant books, 
including the CIO’s VCG which reviewed the credit derivative marks in 
the SCP book.®*^ 

According to the bank, the CIO VCG “independently price test[ed] 
the front office marks at each month end and determine [d] necessary 
adjustments to arrive at fair value for the purposes of US GAAP books 
and records.”^'’* The bank has also explained that, to test the accuracy of 
the booked values, the VCG examined, for each position, transaction 
data, dealer quotes, and independent pricing service data on the last day 
of the month, and then selected a value that fell within that day’s price 
range (bid-ask spread). That value was called the “VCG mid price.” 
The VCG then compared the booked price on the last day of the month 
to the VCG mid price. 

Because both GAAP and bank policy permitted lines of business to 
exercise subjective judgments when calculating the fair value of their 
derivatives, the CIO VCG explicitly allowed the CIO to deviate from the 
VCG mid prices.^'*^ The extent of the permitted deviation varied 
depending upon the type of credit index or tranche position at issue.^*’ 
Some of the permitted deviations were so extensive that they allowed the 
CIO to select from a wide range of prices which, when applied to the 
SCP’s large positions, then translated into valuations which, collectively, 
could vary by tens or even hundreds of millions of dollars from the VCG 
mid prices. In addition to reviewing the SCP book, the VCG was 
responsible for calculating and monitoring the amount and 
categorization of any liquidity and concentration reserves established for 
the SCP derivatives.^''* 


See 1/29/2013 email from OCC legal counsel to the Subcommittee, PSl-OCC-23-000001. 
Subcommittee interview of Douglas Braunstein, JPMorgan Chase (9/12/2012). See also 2013 
JPMorgan Chase Task Foree Report, at 53. 

See 5/21/2010 CIO-VCG Procedure; Valuation Process, OCC-SPI-00052685. 

See 5/10/2012 JPMorgan Chase Controllers special assessment of CIO’s marks, January to 
April 2012, at 5, JPM-CIO 0003637-654, at 642. 

See 2013 JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, at 53. 

““ See, e.g., 5/21/2010 CIO-VCG Procedure: Valuation Process, OCC-SPI-00052685, at 6. 

See, e.g., 4/20/2012 email from Jason Hughes, CIO, to Edward Kastl, JPMorgan Chase, 
“Credit Index and Tranche Book,” JPM-CIO-PSI-H 0006636-639, at 636 (listing price 
deviations allowed from VCG mid prices for 18 credit derivative positions). See also 2013 
JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, at 54. 

*'** See 5/21/2010 CIO-VCG Procedure: Valuation Process, OCC-SPI-00052685, at 6 (“In 
assessing the reasonableness of fair value measurements that are subject to testing, VCG will 
consider whether such measurements appropriately reflect liquidity risk, particularly in the case 
of instruments for which CIO maintains either a significant/concentrated position and/or if the 
market for given instrument can be observed to be less liquid. In this regard, VCG is responsible 
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B. Mismarking the CIO Credit Derivatives 

The mismarking of the SCP credit derivatives appears to have 
begun in late January, accelerated in February, and peaked in March 
2012. Recorded telephone conversations, instant messaging exchanges, 
and a five-day spreadsheet indicate that key CIO London traders 
Involved with the marking process were fully aware and often upset or 
agitated that they were using inaccurate marks to hide the portfolio’s 
growing losses. 

(1) Mismarking Begins 

On January 31, 2012, CIO trader Bruno Iksil, manager of the 
Synthetic Credit Portfolio, made a remark in an email to his supervisor, 
Javier Martin- Artajo, which constitutes the earliest evidence uncovered 
by the Subcommittee that the CIO was no longer consistently using the 
midpoint of the bid-ask spread to value its credit derivatives. Mr. Iksil 
wrote that, with respect to the IG9 credit index derivatives: “we can 
show that we are not at mids but on realistic level. A later data 
analysis conducted by the bank’s Controller reviewing a sample of SCP 
valuations suggests that, by the end of January, the CIO had stopped 
valuing two sets of credit index instruments on the SCP’s books, the 
CDX IG9 7-year and the CDX IG9 10-year, near the midpoint price and 
had substituted instead noticeably more favorable prices.®^” 

This change in the CIO’s pricing practice coincided with a change 
in the SCP’s profit-loss pattern in which the Synthetic Credit Portfolio 
began experiencing a sustained series of daily losses. The SCP book lost 
money on 17 of 21 business days in January, reporting just four 
profitable days.*’^' By month-end, not only had the book reported losses 
totaling $100 million, but there was not a single day in January when the 
book was cumulatively in the black.*^^ In addition, the book lost money 
on nine business days in a row at the end of January, producing 


for calculating / monitoring these reserves and consulting with the business on such estimates 
Subcommittee interview of Elwyn Wong, OCC (8/20/2012). 

1/31/2012 email from Bruno Iksil, CIO, to Javier Martin- Artajo, CIO, “hello, quick update in 
core credit...,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0001229 (Mr. Iksil: “as to IG9, things look much better. Not that 
we are immune but we can show that we are not at mids but on realistic level.”). 

See 5/10/2012 JPMorgan Chase Controllers special assessment of CIO’s marks, January to 
April 2012, at 17, JPM-CIO-0003637-654, at 653, excerpted in charts below. The report showed 
that the two prices used by the CIO deviated from the midpoint prices by more than one basis 
point and produced prices more favorable to the CIO. The IG9 7-year credit index was priced at 
102.000, when the midpoint price was 103.500; die IG9 lO-year index was priced at 1 19.500 
when the midpoint price was 120.750. Id., at 653. For more information about credit indices, 
see Chapter II. 

See OCC spreadsheet, OCC-SPI-00000298, reprinted below. Numbers do not reflect restated 
P&L figures. 

Id. 
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collective losses of $81 million February was equally bleak, losing 
money on 15 of 21 business days, including on seven consecutive 
business days at the end of the month.®’'' March continued the pattern, 
losing money on 16 of 22 business days, including a string of losses - 15 
of the last 1 6 business days - at the end of the month.®” April and May 
were more of the same.”® 

The following chart, which was prepared by the Subcommittee 
using daily SCP P&L data supplied by the OCC, sets out the daily 
profit-loss figures reported internally by the CIO to bank management 
from January through mid-May 2012.® ^ 


653 

654 

Id. 

656 

Id. While most P&L numbers in January likely used midpoint prices to calculate the value of 


the book’s derivatives, the remaining P&L figures likely incorporated the more favorable prices 
used by the CIO from late January to mid-May 2012. 



Synthetic Credit Portfolio - Internal Reports of Daily and Year-To-Date Profit and Loss 
January 1, 2012 through May 15, 2012 


Date 

Daily P&L 

VXD P&L 


Date 

Daily P&L 

VXD P&L 


Date 

DaUy P&L 

VXD P&L 


Date 

Daily P&L 

VXD P&L 


Date 

DaUy P&L 

VXD P&L 

3-Jan 

($2,331,403) 

($2,331,403) 


1-Feb 

$11,899,066 

($88,468,701) 


l-Mar 

$15,808,609 

($153,233,146) 


2-Apr 

$11,615,112 

($707,057,081) 


1-May 

($794,944) 

($2,132,563,367) 

4-Jan 

($9,405,151) 

($11,736,554) 


2-Feb 

($2,476,245) 

($90,944,946) 


2-Mai 

($878,902) 

($154,112,048) 


3-Apr 

($10,407,844) 

($717,464,925) 


2-May 

($52,404,248) 

($2,184,967,615) 

5-Jan 

$11,489,045 

($247,509) 


3-Feb 

$800,677 

($90,144,269) 


5-Mar 

$1,171,999 

($152,940,049) 


4-Apt 

($11,100,155) 

($728,565,080) 


3-May 

($91,590,554) 

($2,276,558,169) 

6-Jan 

($6,118,207) 

($6,365,716) 


6-Feb 

($3,633,327) 

($93,777,596) 


6-Mar 

$3,161395 

($149,778,654) 


5-Apr 

($9,517,665) 

($738,082,745) 


4-May 

($103,250,854) 

($2,379,809,023) 

9-Jaii 

($8,161,497) 

($14,527,213) 


7-Feb 

($749,985) 

($94,527,581) 


7-Mar 

$1,264,716 

($148,513,938) 


10-Apr 

($415,342,049) 

($1,153,424,794) 


7-May 

($58,065,892) 

($2,437,874,915) 

10-Jan 

($1,147,064) 

($15,674,277) 


8-Feb 

($23,773,934) 

($118,301,515) 


8-Mar 

$1,154304 

($147,359,734) 


11 -Apr 

($6,301,198) 

($1,159,725,992) 


8-May 

($195,248,051) 

($2,633,122,966) 

11 -Jan 

$223,462 

($15,450,815) 


9-Feb 

($4,114,971) 

($122,416,486) 


9-Mar 

($4,565,697) 

($151,925,431) 


12- Apt 

($4,809,755) 

($1,164,535,747) 


9-May 

($108,126,095) 

($2,741,249,061) 

12-Jan 

($3,552,588) 

($19,003,403) 


10-Feb 

$1,044,270 

($121,372,216) 


12-Mar 

($838,406) 

($152,763,837) 


1 3 -Apr 

($50,629,714) 

($1,215,165,461) 


10-May 

($36,461,805) 

($2,777,710,866) 

13-Jan 

($1,328,679) 

($20,332,082) 


13-Feb 

($5,029,818) 

($126,402,034) 


13-Mar 

($55,325) 

($152,819,162) 


16-Apr 

($37,415,502) 

($1,252,580,963) 


11 -May 

($570,159,849) 

($3,347,870,715) 

16-Jan 

($1,474,654) 

($21,806,736) 


14-Feb 

($1,756,535) 

($128,158,569) 


14-Mar 

($3,654,838) 

($156,474,000) 


1 7- Apr 

$9,948,665 

($1,242,632,298) 


14-May 

($227,592,775) 

($3,575,463,490) 

17-Jan 

$538,245 

($21,268,491) 


15-Feb 

($3,310,361) 

($131,468,930) 


15-Mar 

($730,181) 

($157,204,181) 


18-Apr 

($28,338,553) 

($1,270,970,851) 


1 5-May 

($119,236,467) 

($3,694,699,957) 

I8-Jan 

$1,531,279 

($19,737,212) 


16-Feb 

$2,787,722 

($128,681,208) 


16-Mar 

($3,864,759) 

($161,068,940) 


19-Apr 

($29,239,630) 

($1,300,210,481) 


126 

19- Jan 

(S2, 497.903) 

($22,235,115) 


1 7-Feb 

$151,612 

($128,529,596) 


19-Mar 

($5,368,891) 

($164,437,83!) 


20- Apr 

($32,236,022) 

($1,332,446,503) 


.20-Jan 

($5,824,024) 

($28,059,139)' 


20-Feb 

$1,402 

($128,528,194) 


20-Mar 

($43,553,294) 

($207,991,125) 


23-Apr 

($161,148,061) 

($1,493,394,564) 


23-Jan 

($14,937,654) 

($42,996,793) 


21-Feb 

($3,647,248) 

($132,175,442) 


21 -Mar 

$701,825 

($207,289,300) 


24-Apr 

($81,602,918) 

($1,575,197,482) 


24-Jan 

($18,663,381) 

($61,660,174) 


22-Feb 

($5,258,735) 

($137,434,177) 


22-Mar 

($1,786,282) 

($209,075,582) 


25-Apr 

($187,629,766) 

($1,762,827,248) 


25-Jan 

($5,349,602) 

($67,009,776) 


23-Feb 

($1,144,086) 

($138,578,263) 


23-Mar 

($12,555,383) 

($221,630,965) 


26- Apr 

($162,235,258) 

($1,925,062,506) 


26-Jan 

($1,609,067) 

($68,618,843) 


24-Feb 

($5,248,999) 

($143,827,262) 


26-Mar 

($32,426,419) 

($254,057,384) 


27-Apr 

$15,364,325 

($1,909,698, 181) 


27-Jan 

($3,637,880) 

($72,256,723) 


27-Feb 

($7,575,866) 

($151,403,128) 


27-Mar 

($44,740,604) 

($298,797,988) 


30-Apr 

($222,070,242) 

($2,131,768,423) 


30-Jan 

($22,790,129) 

($95,046,852) 


28-Feb 

($2,894,309) 

($154,297,437) 


28-Mar 

($50,685,464) 

($349,483,452) 




31-Jan 

(55,320,915) 

($100,367,767) 


29-Feb 

($14,744,318) 

($169,041,755) 


29-Mar 

($49,996,238) 

($399,479,690) 




30-Mar 

($319,192303) 

($718,672,193) 



Source: OCC spreadsheet, OCC-SPI-00000298. Losses are indicated by figures in parentheses. Numbers do not reflect restated P&L figures. 
Prepared by U.S. Senate Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations, March 2013. 
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The SCP had never before experienced those types of sustained 
losses. According to CIO personnel, at the beginning of 2012, $5 
million was considered a sufficiently large loss that the head of CIO, Ina 
Drew, would ask about it.*^* On February 29, 2012, the SCP book 
reported internally a daily loss of $15 million, CIO trader Bruno Iksil 
informed his supervisor, Javier Martin-Artajo, on that date that he had 
made some large trades, all of which experienced “adverse” price 
changes, and seemed to obliquely reference manipulating the marks as a 
method to limit the amount of losses reported, when he wrote that the 
trades had experienced “month end price moves that were all adverse 
although we could limit the damage.”'’” He also advocated analyzing 
“the lags we have in the core book.”*®'’ The “core book” was a reference 
to the SCP, which the traders often described as the “Core Credit Book.” 
According to the bank, the term “lag” referred to “the aggregate 
differential between the prices being assigned and the unadjusted mid- 
market price.”®®' 

On March 9, 2012, in a recorded telephone conversation with Mr. 
Iksil, Mr. Grout expressed concern about how “we’re lagging,” 
predicting that the final outcome of the SCP trading strategy would be “a 
big fiasco” and “big drama when, in fact, everybody should have . . . 
seen it coming a long time ago.”®®^ His use of the term “lagging” in the 
telephone conversation appears to have been a reference to the SCP’s 
ongoing, unreported losses. He cautioned: “We have until December to 


Javier Martin-Artajo, head of CIO equity and credit trading, reported; “If we ever had a loss 
over $5 million, Ina calls me at night.” JPMorgan Chase Task Force interview of Javier Martin- 
Artajo, CIO (partial readout to the Subcommittee on 9/6/2012). See also 2013 JPMorgan Chase 
Task Force Report, at 50, footnote 64. 

2/29/2012 email from Bruno Iksil, CIO, to Javier Martin-Artajo, CIO, “Core credit book 
update”, JPM-CIO 0003443. A later analysis by JPMorgan Chase’s Controller showed that, of 
18 positions on February 29 examined to verify their values, five or nearly one third had used 
more favorable prices than the midpoint prices. See chart on February valuations, 5/1 0/2012 
JPMorgan Chase Controller’s special assessment of CIO’s marks, January to April 2012, JPM- 
CIO 0003637-654, at 653. 

660 2/29/2012 email from Bruno Iksil, CIO, to Javier Martin-Artajo, CIO, “Core credit book 
update”, JPM-CIO 0003443. 

2013 JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, at 47. The JPMorgan Chase Task Force defined 
the “unadjusted mid-market price” as “the mathematical mid-point between the best bid and best 
offer in the market.” Id. It also noted that “at times” some traders used the term “lag” to refer to 
“the amount by which the Synthetic Credit Portfolio was underperforming a theoretical or 
fundamental valuation of the positions — i.e., how far behind their expectations it was.” Id., at 
48, footnote 57. For a longer discussion of the meaning of the term “lag,” see below. 

See 3/9/2012 transcript of a recorded telephone conversation between Julien Grout, CIO, and 
Bruno Iksil, CIO, JPM-CIO 0003445-356, at 449. (“Mr. Grout: Here we’re lagging - we’re 
lagging. Well, you’ll tell me this on Monday and, and anyway, I see the impact very well. I 
have a vague idea you know how this is going to end up. You know that [indecipherable] Trevor 
is going to try to get some capital, Ina will say no, so it will be a big fiasco and it will be a [b]ig 
drama when, in fact, everybody should have, should have seen it coming a long time ago. ... 
Anyway, you see, we cannot win here. ... I believe that it is better to say that it’s dead, that we 
are going to crash. The firm will service the debt. ... It’s going to be very uncomfortable but 
we must not screw up. ... It’s going to be very political in the end. ... We have until 
December to cover this thing. ... we must be careful.”). 
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cover this thing. ... [W]e must be careful.”*^ His supervisor, Mr. 
Martin-Artajo, later told the JPMorgan Chase Task Force investigation 
that their strategy was as follows: “We can lose money on a daily basis, 
but correct with carry of the book.“‘* Month-end is not as important as 
quarter-end.”^^^ Mr. Martin-Artajo likely viewed the quarter-end as 
more Important because, as part of their mandatory SEC filings, 
corporations registered with the SEC have to file a financial statement 
that is made public and whose accuracy must be attested to by the Chief 
Executive Officer and Chief Financial Officer. In addition, at quarter- 
end, federally Insured banks have to file with the FDIC call reports with 
financial information whose accuracy also has to be attested to by bank 
management. 

(2) Mismarking Peaks 

The end of the first quarter was March 3 1 , 20 1 2. The last business 
day was Friday, March 30. As the quarter-end approached, the SCP 
losses deepened rather than abated. CIO personnel responded by 
booking even more favorable prices more often than before to minimize 
the reported losses. 

Data later compiled by the JPMorgan Controller’s office as part of 
a special assessment of the SCP marks during the first four months of 
the year indicates that the mismarking likely peaked in March. The data 
showed that, for 18 selected SCP marks as of March 31, 2012, with 
respect to 16 of those marks, the CIO had booked a value equal to the 
price at the extreme boundary of the bid-ask spread, had booked one 
mark almost at the extreme, and had even booked one mark outside of 
the bid-ask spread. All of this led to more favorable values for the SCP 
book than would have been provided by marking at the midpoint, which 
helped minimize the SCP losses.®*® While similar analyses by the 
Controller’s office of selected CIO marks at the end of January and 
February also showed marks using more favorable prices than those at 
the midpoint, none of those marks had gone so far as to use a price at the 
extreme edge of the bid-ask spread.®®’ 


“Carry” refers to the cash premiutrts that short counterparties were paying to the CIO as the 
long party on certain credit derivatives. Mr. Martin-Artajo seemed to be saying that the daily 
losses in the SCP book could be “correct[ed]” or lessened through the receipt of the cash 
premiums or “carry” from the short counterparties. 

JPMorgan Chase Task Force interview of Javier Martin-Artajo, CIO (partial readout to the 
Subcommittee on 9/6/2012). 

See chart examining 18 SCP marks as of March 31, 2012, 5/10/2012 PMorgan Chase 
Controllers special assessment of CIO’s marks, January to April 2012, at 17, JPM-CIO 0003637- 
654, at 653, reprinted in part below. 

Id., the charts examining 18 SCP marks as of January 31 and as of February 29, 2012, 
reprinted in part below. 
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The OCC noticed the same trend when it examined the March 
marks. As one OCC examiner put it: “New marks increase loss 
[$]472m[illion] for March. . . . Instead of marking to mid, in most cases 
longs were marked at offer and shorts a[t] bid.”®** In its January 2013 
management report, JPMorgan Chase also acknowledged the 
mismarking: 

“[F]rom at least mid-March through early April, the 
Synthetic Credit Portfolio’s losses appear to have been 
understated. . . . [0]n a number of days beginning in at least 
mid-March, at the direction of his manager, [a CIO trader] 
assigned values to certain of the positions in the Synthetic 
Credit Portfolio that were more beneficial to CIO than the 
values being indicated by the market. The result was that 
CIO underreported the losses, both on a daily basis and on a 
year-to-date basis.”*® 

Evidence indicates that the CIO personnel in London responsible 
for reporting the SCP marks were fully aware that they were misusing 
the valuation process to understate the SCP losses. As the discrepancy 
in the marks grew, the two key CIO traders recording the marks became 
increasingly agitated. 

In mid-March, the junior CIO trader charged with reporting the 
daily value of the SCP book, Julien Grout, began keeping a spreadsheet 
tracking the difference between what he was reporting to the bank using 
the more favorable values versus what he would have reported using the 
midpoint prices.®^* For five days, he tracked the divergence for three of 
the largest credit derivative holdings in the SCP book, the “CDX.IG” 
credit index referencing credit default swaps for U.S. investment grade 
companies, the “iTraxx Main” index which is the European equivalent 
of the IG index, and the “CDX.HY,” or High Yield credit index, which 
referenced credit default swaps for below investment grade companies. 

On the spreadsheet, the first column, entitled “Distance,” showed 
the total difference between the midpoint prices and the CIO’s booked 
values for all three indices on each of the five days. The next six 


668 7/]q/ 2012 email from Fred Crumlish, OCC, to Mike Brosnan and Scott Waterhouse, OCC, 
“Company lost confidence in March marks,” OCC-SPI-00055687. 

2013 JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, at 46. See also id., at 53 (“Unlike the January and 
February month-end prices, the marks for March 30 were not generally at or near the mid.”) and 
89 (“From at least mid-March through at least March 30, the traders did not provide good-faith 
estimates of the exit prices for all the positions in the Synthetic Credit Portfolio.”). 

See spreadsheet maintained by Julien Grout, CIO, depicting the divergence from the midpoint 
of the bid-ask spread for various credit derivative indexes in dollars and basis points, JPM-CIO- 
PSI-H 0002812. 
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Grout Spreadsheet 


U.S. Dollars Basis Points 


Date 

Distance 

iTraxx 

CDX.IG 

CDX.HY 

iTraxx Main S9 lOy CDX.IG9 tOy CDX.HY 1 



159,050.049) 

(90,077.977) 

1:53,415.621) 

3.0 

2.0 

0.17 

13-lVIar-12 

1206. 639. 426) 

(61,372,979) 

189,698.506) 

(54.687,653) 

3.5 

2.0 

■OH 

UdVlar-12 



(136.202.780) 


4.0 

3.0 

■EIH 






4.0 


0.12 

16-Mar-12 

1498.717,231) 

(100.525.8601 

(158,706,386) 


5.0 

3.0 

0.34 

16-Mar-12 

(432.348,435) 

(130.119-511) 

(143.345.094) 

(107.356.237) 

5.0 

3.0 

0.34 


Source: Spreadsheet prepared by Julien Grout, CIO, JPM-CIO-PSI-H 0002812. Losses are indicated by figures in parentheses. 


columns broke out the difference for each of the three credit indices, 
using both dollars and basis points.*^' 
































286 


131 

On March 1 5 , 20 1 2, in a recorded session of instant messaging, 

Mr. Grout discussed the spreadsheet results up to that date with Mr. Iksil 
who asked him to send a copy of the spreadsheet to their supervisor, 
Javier Martin-Artajo. 

Mr. Iksil: “Can [yo]u drop me here the breakdown of the lag®^^ 
please? . . . And send it to javier email . . . Put me in copy ... I 
refer to the spreadsheet”®^ 

Mr. Grout: “itraxx 83 (4bp) igl80 (4bp) hy 37) 0.12”®^" 

Mr. Iksil: "... So julien, basically [yo]u say the worsening is 1 bp 
m ig9 ... 

Mr. Grout: “correct bruno” 

[Later that same day] 

Mr. Iksil: “We have 6 bps in ig9 after all®’® ... I question here 
how we position ourselves Aren’t we making ig9 10 responsible 
for all here?” 

Mr. Grout: “ah yes it’s definitely pb [problem] number one®” 
also: main s9 lOy” 

Mr. Iksil: “I am confused. I mean, [r]m trying to keep a 
relatively realistic picture here - ig9 lOy put aside Because 7 bps 
in ig9 lOyr makes up for 7x50 gives 350 . . .”®’* 

In this context, “lag” refers to the difference between what the CIO was reporting as losses 
and what those losses would have been had the CIO used midpoint prices. 

As requested, Mr, Grout, CIO, sent an email and the spreadsheet to Mr. Martin-Artajo, CIO, 
See 3/1 5/2012 email and spreadsheet from Julien Grout, CIO, to Javier Martin-Artajo, CIO, with 
copy to Mr. Iksil, CIO, JPM-CIO 0003457-459. That version of the spreadsheet contained data 
for only four days, March 12 through March 15. A later version of the spreadsheet added data 
for March 16, which is the version reprinted above. 

Mr. Grout was directing Mr. Iksil’s attention to the divergent figures he had calculated for 
that day for the three individual credit indices. See spreadsheet showing the iTraxx “distance” 
(unreported losses) totaled $83 million, which was 4 basis points away from the total that would 
have been reported using the midpoint price in the marketplace; the CDX.IG’s unreported losses 
totaled $180 million, which created a 4 basis point difference; and the CDX HY’s unreported 
losses totaled $37 million, which created a 0.12 basis point difference. 

See spreadsheet showing that the “difference” for the CDX.IG had dropped 1 basis point from 
the prior day, from 3.0 on March 14 to 4.0 on March 15. The figures show that a one basis point 
change in this index was equivalent to nearly $50 million. 

The reference to “6 bps” is to a policy of the CIO’s Valuation Control Group which allowed 
the CIO to report derivative values for the IG credit index that could vary from the midpoint 
market prices by up to 6 basis points. See 4/20/2012 email from Jason Hughes, CIO, to Edward 
Kastl, JPMorgan Chase, “Credit Index and Tranche Book,” JPM-CIO-PSI-H 0006636-639, at 
636 (listing tolerance levels for 1 8 credit derivative positions). 

This reference is to the spreadsheet entries showing that the amount of divergence from 
midpoint prices was the largest for the CDX.1G of the three indices; it exceeded $136 million on 
March 1 4 and $ 1 8 1 million on March 1 5, the day of the conversation. 
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Mr. Grout: “that’s what [I] am saying. [I] am not marking at 
mids as per a previous conversation . . 

Mr. Iksil: Send to me and javier the spread[s]heet where 

[yo]u store the breakdown of the difference between our estimate 
and crude mids I will comment to javier”®’^ 

The Grout spreadsheet and the March 1 5 instant messaging 
exchange show that the CIO traders knew that the changes they had 
made in how the credit index derivatives were valued had produced 
enormous reductions in the amount of losses reported internally, 
compared to the losses that would have been reported using midpoint 
prices. By March 16, 2012, the spreadsheet showed that the unreported 
losses — the “Difference” - had reached at least $432 million. If that 
amount had been added to the amount of cumulative losses actually 
reported to the bank on that same day by the CIO, $161 million, the loss 
total would have nearly tripled to $593 million.**® 

Later on March 15, 2012, Mr. Iksil sent an email to his supervisor, 
Mr. Martin-Artajo, about the Grout spreadsheet: 

“The divergence increases between crude mid prices and our 
estimate. Julien [Grout] will send a small sprea[d] sheet 
recording the brea[k]down of the divergence per blocks. The 
ig9 lOyrs lags another bp [basis point] today.”**' 

Mr. IksiTs observation, that the IG9 10 year credit index “lag[ged]” by 
another basis point “today” was reflected in the spreadsheet column 
showing that, between March 14 and March 15, the “distance” between 
the midpoint price and the CIO’s booked price for the “CDX.IG9 lOy” 
had increased from “3.0” basis points to “4.0” basis points. In his email, 
Mr. Iksil used the word “lag” to refer to the unreported losses in the SCP 
book. 


The next day, March 16, 2012, Mr. Iksil informed Mr. Martin- 
Artajo that the problem was growing and already, in less than a day, 
involved $300 million in hidden losses: “[T]he divergence has increased 


™ Mr. Iksil is essentially asking whether the figures show that a 7 basis point divergence in the 
values assigned to the IG9 10-year credit index would, given the large notional size of the SCP 
book’s holdings, translate into $350 million in additional, unreported losses. 

See 3/15/2012 instant messaging session between Bruno Iksil, CIO, Julien Grout, CIO, and 
Luis Buraya, JPMorgan Chase, JPM-CIO-PSl-H 0003798-819, at 801-806. 

See 3/15/2012 email and spreadsheet from Julien Grout, CIO, to Javier Martin-Artajo, CIO, 
with copy to Mr. Iksil, CIO, JPM-CIO 0003457-459, at 458; see also spreadsheet maintained by 
Julien Grout, CIO, depicting the divergence from the midpoint of the bid-ask spread for various 
credit derivative indexes in dollars and basis points, JPM-CIO-PSI-H 0002812. 

3/15/2012 email from Bruno Iksil, CIO, to Javier Martin-Artajo, CIO, “Update on core,” 
JPM-CIO-PSI 0000386. 
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to 300 now.”®*^ Mr. Iksil warned that the book would continue to lose 
money: “[I]t has been like this since the start of the year and the drift 
keeps going. I reckon we get to 400 difference very soon.”'’^ He 
speculated later in the day that, by the end of March, the total divergence 
might reach $ 1 billion.'’* 

In another email on March 1 6, 20 1 2, Mr. Iksil told Mr. Martin- 
Artajo, Mr. Grout, and Patrick Hagan, a CIO quantitative analyst, that 
additional trades in the IG9 10 year and iTraxx Main S9 10 year indices 
migh t enable the CIO to “lock a PNL [profit and loss] in form of carry 
forward that offsets the current unrealized loss.”®*^ He was suggesting 
that taking additional long positions in those credit indices might be used 
to offset “the current unrealized loss.” 

The sudden jump on March 16, between the losses being reported 
by the CIO and the losses that would have been reported by using 
midpoint prices, led to several agitated exchanges between the CIO 
traders later that day. For example, Mr. Iksil and Mr. Grout had the 
following telephone conversation over an apparent instruction from Mr. 
Martin-Artajo to wait until the end of the month before making a large 
“one-off’ or one-time adjustment to reduce the divergence between the 
marks that had been booked and the marks that would have been booked 
using midpoint market prices. Mr. Iksil expressed dismay with the 
marks and described the SCP book as growing “more and more 
monstrous”: 

Mr. Grout: “Did you speak to [...]” 

Mr. Iksil: “Yes, yes. He says nothing I find that ridiculous. I’ll 
send you the thing that I sent.” 

Mr. Grout: “You sent something to propose doing that?” 

Mr. Iksil: “Yes, that’s what I sent when you said it was at 300. I 
can’t keep this going, we do a one-off at the end of the month to 
remain calm. I think what he’s [Mr. Martin- Artajo’s] expecting is 
a remarking at the end of the month, you can’t do it unless it’s 


3/16/2012 email from Bruno Iksil, CIO, to Javier Martin-Artajo, CIO, “update on Core PNL,” 
JPM-CIO 0003475. 

“Id. 

‘®‘' 3/16/2012 transcript of an instant messaging session between Bruno Iksil, CIO, Julien Grout, 
CIO, and Eric de Sangues, JPMorgan Chase, JPM-CIO-PSi-H 0003815, at 818 (Mr. Iksil: “sent 
an Email to Javier an[nJouncing this is more 300 now. that was 100 Monday, it is 300 now. 
1000 for month end? Mr. de Sangues: “Ouch.” Mr. Iksil: “well that is the pace.”). 

See 3/16/2012 email from Bruno Iksil, CIO, to Javier Martin-Artajo, CIO, Julien Grout, CIO, 
and Patrick Hagan, JPMorgan Chase, “trade ideas on core,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0000387. 

3/16/2012 transcript of a recorded telephone conversation between Julien Grout, CIO, and 
Bruno Iksil, CIO, JPM-CIO-PSI-H 003820-822, 
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month[-]end. ... I don’t know where he wants to stop, but it’s 
getting idiotic. . . . [N]ow it’s worse than before . . . there’s nothing 
that can be done, absolutely nothing that can be done, there’s no 
hope. . . . [T^he book continues to grow, more and more 
monstrous.” ’ 

Mr. Iksil’s comments indicate that the CIO traders themselves were 
uncomfortable with the SCP marks they were booking. 

The Grout spreadsheet contained two entries for March 16, the first 
showing that the unreported losses had grown to $498 million and the 
second showing a smaller amount of $432 million. Both exceeded the 
prior day’s losses by about $200 million. JPMorgan Chase told the 
Subcommittee that it could not explain why there were two entries for 
March 16, or which correctly depicted the difference between the losses 
that the CIO traders reported internally and the additional losses they 
would have reported had they been using midpoint prices. According to 
the bank’s counsel, Mr. Grout’s five day spreadsheet is the only written 
document of its kind that the bank’s internal investigation uncovered.®** 
And despite the spreadsheet’s indicating a $200 million increase in 
losses for the day using midpoint prices, the CIO reported internally on 
March 16, that the SCP incurred a daily loss of just $3.9 million.®*’ 

When asked about the Grout spreadsheet, CIO head Ina Drew told 
the Subcommittee that she first became aware of the spreadsheet in late 
April or early May when Douglas Braunstein and John Hogan were 
reviewing the marks with the CIO team over one of the weekends.®’® 
When asked about the spreadsheet again in a later interview, Ms. Drew 
retracted her earlier statement and told the Subcommittee that she did 
not remember when she learned of the spreadsheet; she may have 
learned about it in July when the firm publicly announced the problems 
with the CIO’s marks.®’' This spreadsheet, however, was not disclosed 
to the public in July and, by then, Ms. Drew had already left the bank. 

Ms. Drew also told the Subcommittee that she had never before 
seen that type of “shadow P&L document.”®’^ 

Three days after the spreadsheet was apparently discontinued, on 
March 19, 2012, the CIO traders appear to have calculated that, by mid- 


687 jd 

*** JPMorgan Chase’s legal counsel to the Subcommittee (11/16/2012) (Reginald Brown). 

See OCC spreadsheet, OCC-SPl-00000298, printed in a chart prepared by the Subcommittee 
above. Numbers do not reflect restated P&L figures. The Subcommittee is unaware of any 
analysis of the derivative marks underlying the $3.9 million loss to determine the extent to which 
those marks reflected prices within the daily bid-ask spread. 

Subcommittee interview of Ina Drew, CIO (12/1 1/2012), 

Subcommittee interview of Ina Drew, CIO (12/21/2012). 

692 jd. 
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day, the cumulative unreported losses were in the range of $500 million. 
Mr. Iksil provided Mr. Martin-Artajo with the following analysis of the 
market: 

“When markets are caught in a squeeze like this one, the 
P&L [profit and loss] volatility can become very large : this 
is what is happening since the beginning of this year in CDX 
IG9 and Main ITRAXX S9 series. The hit amounts to 5-10 
Bps [basis point] lag in those forwards .... [T]he loss is 
likely to range between [$]100m[illion] to [$]300m[illion] - 
main reason is the CDX IG9 lag (2-3 bps or 100-1 50m) — 
second next is CDX HY : the hit is another 100m spread 
within the tranche and index bid-ask. Typical here, you 
cannot really trade but the mid does not change. - third is 
Main itraxx : the curve in S9 steepened by 5bps pushing the 
forward back up while the other curves steepened 1 bp in the 
rally. The hit here is 80- 100m. - the estimated bid-ask on 
the book grossly amounts to 500m all-in (200m for IG, 

100m for Itraxx main, 200m for CDX 

In calculating the $500 million “all-in” figure, Mr. Iksil repeatedly 
used the words “hit,” “lag,” and “loss” in connection with the three 
credit indices he was analyzing. Despite his analysis discussing 
hundreds of millions of dollars in cumulative losses, at the end of 
the day on March 19, the CIO reported internally an SCP daily loss 
of only $3 million.^^"' 

(3) Increasing the Reported Losses 

His telephone calls, instant messages, and emails show that Mr. 
Iksil, who was charged with managing the SCP book, was becoming 
increasingly concerned about the growing difference between the SCP 
losses that the CIO was reporting to the bank versus the losses that 
would have been reported by marking at the midpoint. When on March 
19, 2012, the unreported losses reached half a billion dollars, Mr. Iksil 
decided not to wait until the end of the month, as his supervisor had 
requested, but to begin reporting larger losses immediately to better 

3/19/2012 email from Bruno Iksil, CIO, to Javier Martin-Artajo, CIO, with copy to Julien 
Grout, CIO, “Core Book analysis and proposed strategy,” JPM-CIO 0003476-477. [Emphasis 
added.] 

See OCC spreadsheet, OCC-SPI-00000298, printed in a chart prepared by the Subcommittee 
above. Numbers do not reflect restated P&L figures. The Subcommittee is unaware of any 
analysis of the derivative marks underlying the $3 million loss to determine the extent to which 
those marks reflected prices within the daily bid-ask spread. In its 2013 report, the JPMorgan 
Chase Task Force stated that, by March 19, the CIO had reported only a small SCP daily loss for 
each of the prior seven consecutive days. 2013 JPMorg^ Chase Task Force Report, at 50. It 
also wrote that the CIO trader recording the SCP marks “told another trader that a more senior 
trader had pressured him throughout this period not to show large losses in the Synthetic Credit 
Portfolio.” Id. 
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reflect the actual market prices. On March 20, 2012, Mr. Iksil directed 
Mr. Grout to report a much larger SCP loss than had been reported 
previously during the year.’’®^ 

While Mr. Grout was preparing the SCP P&L Predict email that 
would report the larger daily loss, Mr. Martin-Artajo met briefly with 
Ms. Drew about the SCP. In a March 20, 2012 email sent by Ms. Drew 
to Mr. Martin-Artajo’s supervisor, Achilles Macris, Ms. Drew wrote: 

“Javier briefed me this morning on the credit book. He 

sounded quite nervous. Let’s discuss on our weekly call. 

The full briefing is later in the morning but I want to 

understand the course of action from you.”^^^ 

Mr. Macris, Ms. Drew, Mr. Martin-Artajo, and Chief Risk Officer Irvin 
Goldman arranged a meeting for the next day, Wednesday, March 21, to 
discuss the SCP. 

In the meantime, Mr. Grout worked with Mr. Iksil to complete the 
daily SCP P&L Predict email to report a sizeable SCP loss, together with 
a brief explanation. Prior to it being sent, Mr. Iksil left a telephone 
message and an electronic message with Mr. Martin-Artajo to obtain his 
approval, but received no response. In his telephone message, Mr. Iksil 
said that the CIO needed to start showing losses: “[W]e would show a 
loss of 40 million core and 3 million in, in tactical .... I think we should, 
we should start, start showing it.”®’ 

The largest daily loss reported for the SCP book, up to that point in 
2012, was a $24 million loss on February 8. On March 20, Mr. Iksil 
instructed Mr. Grout to report an estimated daily loss of $43 million and 
a year-to-date cumulative loss of $207 million, which he believed would 
get the immediate attention of CIO management, including Ina Drew.'’^* 


See 3/20/2012 email from Julien Grout, CIO, to the CIO Estimated P&L mailing list, “CIO 
Core Credit P&L Predict [20 Mar]: -$39,686k (dly) 4275,424k (ytd),” JPM-CIO-PSI 0016487- 
489. 

3/20/2012 email from Ina Drew, CIO, to Achilles Macris, CIO, “Wed call,” JPM-CIO-PSI 
0001236. 

3/20/2012 audio file of recorded telephone mess^e left by Bruno Iksil, CIO, for Javier 
Martin-Artajo, CIO, JPM-CIO-PSI-A 0000054 (“Hello Javier, it’s Bruno. Again, you know, we 
can’t try to be close to the market prices and we, we would show a loss of 40 million core and 3 
million in, in tactical and I wanted to know if that was okay with you. I’m going to send you an 
SMS, to get your, your approval. We’re still in the range but it’s a 3 everywhere so, as I try to 
get closer to, to the target and I don’t want to make it last, you know? I think we should, we 
should start, start showing it. Please call me back if you can or just reply to my SMS please.”); 
see also written transcript of the recorded telephone message, at JPM-CIO 000348 1 . The 
reference to “SMS” is to an instant messagii^ service. 

See JPMorgan Chase Task Force interview of Javier Martin-Artajo, CIO (partial readout to 
the Subcommittee on 9/6/2012) (“A $5 million loss? Ok. But this $43 million would cause 
issues with Ina.”). 
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In addition, in the P&L email’s commentary explaining the CIO’s 
loss, Mr. Iksil'’^^ told senior CIO management that the IG9 was 
“underperform[lng]” by $450 to $500 million; the iTraxx Main credit 
index was “lagging” by another $60 to $80 million; and the High Yield 
index had a $100 million “loss” plus another “lag” of $100 to $200 
million, concluding that the total “lag in P&L” is “material” and in the 
range of $600 to $800 million; 

“As of today, reconstructing the CDX.IG9 lOyr performance 
from the on the run indices and the 4 widest names in 
CDX.IG9 (Radian, MBIA, Istar, Sprint), the 
underperformance of the CDX.IG9 curves is between 6bps 
[basis points] to 1 3bps, which amount approximately to 
$450-500M[illion] for the sole CDX.IG9 series. iTraxx.Main 
S9 is also lagging by 3-4 bps or another $60-80M. Added to 
this the CDX.HY loss of $100M for Kodak and Rescap, plus 
the lag of CDX.HY 10-CDX.HY 11 series versus on-the-runs 
that is also $100-200M, the lag in P&L is material ($600- 
SOOM).”™® 

By way of context, a loss of $600 million, on top of the marked loss of 
$208 million,’®’ would more than extinguish all of the revenues 
produced by the Synthetic Credit Book in 2010 and 2011, combined.’®^ 

Mr. Grout emailed the SCP P&L Predict, projecting a $40 million 
loss and the commentary discussing a “material” P&L “lag” of $600 to 
$800 million, to the designated list of CIO personnel who routinely 
received the SCP P&L Predict. The same information was also included 
in the CIO’s End of Day (EOD) P&L report, which was sent at the close 
of the business day in New York to about 20 designated CIO personnel, 
including Ina Drew, John Wilmot, Achilles Macris, Javier Martin- 
Artajo, Irvin Goldman, Peter Weiland, Keitli Stephan, Patrick Hagan, 
and Jason Hughes.’®^ 


See 3/20/2012 transcript of recorded telephone conversation between Bruno Iksii, CIO, and 
Javier Martin-Artajo, CIO, JPM-CIO-PSI-A 0000055, JPM-CIO-PSI-H 0006392, at 394 (Mr. 
Iksii: “[B]ut that’s why I tried sending this P&L, I sent also the comments it came from Julien 
but I wrote it, where 1 said okay you know we take this loss, we are maintaining long risk where 
we have to be, the rally is on IG but guess what you know it's lagging so much that actually we 
have to show loss.”). 

3/20/2012 email from Julien Grout, CIO, to the CIO Estimated P&L mailing list, “CIO Core 
Credit P&L Predict [20 Mar]: -$39,686k (dly) -$275,424k (ytd),” JPM-CIO-PSI 0016487-489, at 
489. [Emphasis added.] For more information about the referenced credit indices and such 
terms as “on the run” and “basis points,” see Chapter II. 

See OCC spreadsheet, OCC-SPI-00000298, printed in a chart prepared by the Subcommittee 
above (showing a cumulative loss of $207,991,125 as of March 20, 2012). Numbers do not 
reflect restated P&L figures. 

See 5/3/2012 email from Irvin Goldman, CIO, to Douglas Braunstein, John Hogan, and 
Ashley Bacon, JPMorgan Chase, “CSW 10%,” JPM-CIO-PSl-H 0000546-556, at 552. 

See 3/20/2012 email from Isi Oaikhiena, JPMorgan Chase, to “EOD Credit estimate” mail 
list, copy to “CIO P&L Team” mail list, “International Credit Consolidated P&L 20-Mar-2012 ” 
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Soon after the SCP P&L Predict email went out at the end of the 
business day in London, Mr. Martin-Artajo telephoned Mr. Iksil.^”^ In a 
lengthy conversation, Mr. Martin-Artajo repeatedly expressed dismay at 
the action taken by Mr. Iksil and indicated that neither he nor his 
supervisor, Achilles Macris, had wanted to report increased SCP losses 
until they received guidance from Ina Drew at the meeting that was 
scheduled for the next day.™^ Mr. Martin-Artajo also acknowledged 
that Mr. Iksil had been placed in a difficult position. 

Mr. Iksil: “Yea[h] so, yea[h] we sent an estimate down [$]40 
million today. ...” 

Mr. Martin-Artajo: “Okay, okay. I just don’t want you to do 
this. I don’t know why you’ve done it anyway you’ve done it ... 
[Y]ou should have told me this because it doesn’t help us for the 
conversation for tomorrow.” 

Mr. Iksil: "... [Y]ou know, I thought we should actually you 
know, not do like minus, minus 5 every day but say okay boom 
you know there is, there is something happening...” 

Mr. Martin-Artajo: "... You think that this is right. This is not 
what I would have done but you’ve done it so I’m okay with this. 
I’ve already said what the problem is, so okay they know they’re 
not going to be surprised we have a meeting tomorrow. . .” 

Mr. Iksil: “I know it’s embarrassing but 

Mr. Martin-Artajo: “Yea[h] I don’t understand your logic mate, 
I just don’t understand. I’ve told Achilles, he told me that he 
didn’t want to show the loss until we know what we’re going to do 
tomorrow. But it doesn’t matter I know that you have a problem 
you want to be at peace with yourself, okay, it[’]s okay Bruno. 
I’ve, it’s alright I know that you’re in a hard position here. . .” 

Mr. Iksil: “[W]hat we’ve tried to do is to say okay you know for 
month’s end, we want to fight . . . [Rjeally, really, if we want to 
just be realistic as to what we can expect to do, I wanted to show 
like upfront, precisely before we discuss, you know, what it’s 
going to look like[.] [Tjhat you know if we expect potentially to 


JPM-CIO-PSI 0019484-487, at 486; 12/12/2012 distribution list document, “Distribution List 
Membership Around March 2012,” provided to Subcommittee by JPMorgan Chase legal 
counsel, JPM-CIO-PSI-H 0002815. 

See 3/20/2012 transcript of recorded telephone conversation between Bruno Iksil, CIO, and 
Javier Martin-Artajo, CIO, JPM-CIO-PSI-H 0006392-400. 

Id., at 398 (Mr. Martin-Artajo: “I wish I could discuss it with you, because, um, I didn’t, I 
didn’t want to show the P&L and Achilles told me yesterday not to do it.”). 
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lose [$]100, 200 million it’s because from where we are today, 
right, we will fail to bring back one basis point here, a crossover 
point in high yield there. . . 

Mr. Martin-Artajo: “No, no, no, it’s okay, it’s everywhere. I 
know.” 

On the same call, Mr. Martin-Artajo expressed displeasure at Mr. 
Iksil’s disclosing in the daily SCP P&L Predict that the “lag” in the SCP 
book could approach $800 million (“800 bucks”). In addition, Mr. 
Martin-Artajo expressed concern over what would happen if Ms. Drew 
were to instruct them to stop “going long,” which would likely intensify 
the book’s losses. 

Mr. Iksil: “[W]e take this loss, we are maintaining long risk 
where we have to be, the rally is on IG but guess what you know 
it’s lagging so much that actually we have to show loss, and I 
explained that this is a lag that keeps going, that amounts to a 
potential of 800 bucks, right ...” 

Mr. Martin-Artajo: “What are you saying, Bruno? What are you 
talking about? What is, you’re losing your mind here, man, why 
did, you’re sending an email that you would get, what is the 800 
bucks?” 

Mr. Iksil; “It’s just the lag that we have in IG, in high yield, in 
main, that is all over the book that makes that this book is just 
bleeding the money but it’s just the lag, that’s just the lag.” 

Mr. Martin-Artajo: “Okay but this is what we need to explain 
tomorrow you don’t need to explain in the email man.” 

Mr. Iksil: “Yea[h] but I had to put the comment on this big move, 
I thought, I thought that was, that was a way to, to, to show what’s 
happening on a day like — ” 

Mr. Martin-Artajo: “Yea[h] but why do you do it today when 
we are going to explain it tomorrow ...” 

Mr. Iksil: “Because, because, because that’s, that’s what we saw 
today, you know we’ve tried everything ...” 

Mr. Martin-Artajo: “Why don’t you explain it tomorrow when 
Ina is there and we have, because this only, this only creates, it just 
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creates more tension, you understand? ... What happens if she 
tells me that we cannot keep going long?”^“'’ 

Continuing the conversation, Mr. Iksil Indicated that the 
divergence between the reported and unreported losses, which then 
approached four basis points, or as much as $200 million, in two credit 
indices, were too large for him to ignore. He expressed the hope that 
Ms. Drew would read the SCP P&L commentary which would give her 
additional time before the meeting the next day to think about what the 
CIO should do, especially as the quarter-end approached. Mr. Iksil also 
commented that he had been forced to choose between “one bad thing 
and one thing that I think was worse” - perhaps referring to admitting 
increased SCP losses versus hiding losses that were rapidly escalating. 

Mr. Iksil: “[l]t’s like there were 4 basis points missing on 1G9 or 
4 basis points missing on S9 ...” 

Mr. Martin- Artajo: [interrupting] “Okay, okay, okay ....” 

Mr.Iksil: "... [Y]ou know it’s just that, 1 have to, 1 don’t know I 
thought, 1 thought that was, that was not realistic know what we 
were doing, and ... 1 said probably I was wrong you know, 1 
thought that it was this estimate before tomorrow, you know, was 
the way to, because 1 know Ina is going to read the comments, so 
maybe it will leave some time, and she will have different 
questions, or I don’t know. ... [I]t’s one mistake for another here, 
because if 1 don’t — ” 

Mr. Martin-Artajo: “No, no, no, man, no man.” 

Mr. Iksil: “1 think I do a worst one, you know so. It’s sort of my 
logic is strange but in fact 1 have to choose between one bad thing 
and one thing that 1 think was worse.”™’ 

Mr. Martin-Artajo responded that he had already informed Ms. 
Drew that the SCP was experiencing problems, which was why he and 
Mr. Macris had a meeting scheduled to seek her guidance on how to 
proceed. 

Mr. Martin-Artajo: “I’m trying to get all the facts in front of 
Achilles and Ina, the fact that we show a loss here it’s okay it’s 
not, it is a problem, you know. I’ve already told her that there’s a 
problem, so, you know. I’ve already told her, so, you know we’re 


Id., at 394-395. 
™ Id., at 396-397, 
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going to sit down tomorrow and talk about the CRM^°* and we’re 
going to talk about the problems. You know I’ve sent you an 
email on what she wants to discuss tomorrow she wants to see the 
changes in the book okay so you need to make sure that Julien 
does that.” 

Mr. Iksil: “It, I was working on it.”^”^ 

Finally, Mr. Iksil apologized to Mr. Martin-Artajo for creating 
more work for him with Ms. Drew, but also reaffirmed his belief that the 
CIO needed to get its marks closer to market value, stating: “we had to 
get closer to where the market is even if the market is wrong.” 

Mr. Martin-Artajo: “I didn’t want to show the P&L and Achilles 
told me yesterday not to do it. So, okay, so we’re just going to 
have to explain that this is getting worse, that’s it. ...” 

Mr. Iksil: “... Sorry for that .... in any case, I feel bad. If I do 
that I know I’m not making your life easier, and if-” 

Mr. Martin-Artajo: “No, no, no, you know I think that you’re an 
honest guy. ... I did not want you to do this way, but you know 
you feel that the bid offer spreads are giving you a headache, and 
you want to release it this way, which is your own way of doing it. 


Mr. Iksil: “The thing is you know today, I said I told Julien you 
know okay let’s try to frame this you know, this P&L estimate 
whatever it’s going to be, right, so that with tomorrow, whatever 
the decision made, right, whether we settle or we decide to fight, 
you know like we go long and then we are going to defend the 
position on IG, on 9, on high yield you know, try to do the 
minimum size everywhere you know so that the book grows a little 
bit but not too much, so that we are, you know, we maintain 
knowledge the level where we are, and [inaudible] we aren’t too 
far off. I thought that tomorrow, at one stage, after, before at one 
stage later, I would show you, you know what the plan can be, 
where, how many basis points here and there we are chasing and 
what size we can expect to do, right? And I realized we were, we 
were, we had to get closer to where the market is even if the 
market is wrong, you see? ...” 


708 refers to “Comprehensive Risk Measure,” which measures portfolio risk in the 

context of calculating a bank’s capital requirements; generally, Federal regulators require banks 
to acquire more capital when engaging in higher risk activities. For more information on CRM, 
see Chapter V. 

3/20/2012 transcript of recorded telephone conversation between Bruno Iksil, CIO, and Javier 
Martin-Artajo, CIO , JPM-CIO-PSI-H 006392, at 397. 
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Mr. Martin-Artajo: “Ok, Bruno, no, no, no, it’s fine, okay, I see 
what you’re going through. . . . [W]e’ll sit down tomorrow and 
we’ll look at the spreadsheet. I’m sure you’ve done some numbers 
that make sense and you think this is part of something you can’t 
recover therefore you’ve releeised, and you know, 1 know what 
you’re doing and you’re signaling here that there is a 
problem. I’ve already said it, Achilles knows it, and Ina knows it, 
and you’re saying it now so, okay. I truly don’t have a lot to say 
now because we have so much to speak tomorrow, I mean, we 
have a long day tomorrow.”’'® 

The next day, on March 21, 2012, Mr. Martin-Artajo sent an email 
to Ms. Drew, Mr. Macris, and Irvin Goldman, then the CIO’s Chief Risk 
Officer, confirming that the purpose of the meeting to take place later 
that day was to discuss issues related to the Synthetic Credit Portfolio’s 
“underperformance” and Risk Weighted Assets (RWA).’" The meeting 
on March 21 took place, as confirmed in an email the next day from Ms. 
Drew to Mr. Martin-Artajo and Mr. Macris in which she described the 
meeting as “exhaustive.”’’’ 

When asked about the March 20 SCP P&L report, Ms. Drew told 
the Subcommittee that, while she routinely received the CIO’s daily 
EOD P&L emails and was meeting the next day to discuss the SCP, she 
did not open or read that particular email. When shown the text, Ms. 
Drew told the Subcommittee that she interpreted it as disclosing 
potential SCP losses and said, had she seen the $800 million figure at the 
time, it would have been a “game changer” in how she viewed the SCP 
book.’” A week after her interview, Ms. Drew’s legal counsel 
contacted the Subcommittee to indicate that Ms. Drew had changed her 
interpretation of the email.”'* He told the Subcommittee that Ms. Drew 
had become “emotional” when listening to the recording of the 
conversation between Mr. Iksil and Mr. Martin-Artajo in preparation for 
her second Subcommittee interview and had become “emotional” again 
when seeing the transcript of the call during the interview. The legal 
counsel said that, upon reflection, Ms. Drew decided she had been too 


’'"id., at 398-399. 

See 3/21/2012 email from Javier Martin-Artajo, CIO, to Ina Drew, CIO, with copies to 
Achilles Macris, CIO, and Irvin Goldman, CIO, “Synthetic Book,” JPM-CIO 0003489-490 
(“The fact that the increase that we have seen in the book has not materialized in our 
performance has raised the following issues: I. Our current underperformance in the Synthetic 
Book is large compared to our estimates given the changes in the profile of the book.”). 

See 3/22/2012 email from Ina Drew, CIO, to Achilles Macris and Javier Martin-Artajo, CIO, 
“I was confused by the inc[re]ased position noted today after yesterday’s exhaustive meeting,” 
JPM-CIO 0003492. 

Subcommittee interview of Ina Drew, CIO (12/1 1/2012). See also March 2012 presentation, 
CIO Synthetic Credit Update, JPM-CIO-PSI 0021953-974, at 970 (“the realistic P&L miss is 
rather 800M USD”). 

Ina Drew’s legal counsel to the Subcommittee (12/18/2012) (Lee Richards). 
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quick to interpret the $600 to $800 million figure in the email as 
referring to unreported losses, and that upon reading the email again, it 
appeared the traders were trying to reassure her by writing about a lag in 
market performance and predicting the SCP would regain $600 to $800 
million in value. This telephone call took place after the 
Subcommittee’s interview of Michael Cavanagh, head of the bank’s 
internal investigation of the SCP losses, in which he and the bank’s 
general counsel, Stephen Cutler, told the Subcommittee that they viewed 
the March 20 email, not as disclosing unreported losses, but as 
predicting that the market would rebound and add $600 to $800 million 
to the value of the SCP holdings.^'* 

This interpretation of the March 20 email as conveying a positive 
message about future market performance is difficult to reconcile with 
the email’s generally negative tone regarding the SCP. The purpose of 
the email’s commentary was to explain a $40 million loss, which was 
the largest of the year and followed two straight months of losses. The 
email described problems with three key credit index positions held by 
the SCP;^'^ used the words “underperformance,” “lagging” and “loss” to 
describe those problems; attached a monetary figure to each described 
problem; then added up the figures and concluded that the “lag in P&L” 
was “material” and in the range of $600 to $800 million. The email 
also referred to the Eastman Kodak and Rescap bankruptcies, which 
cannot be interpreted as any type of prediction of better market 
performance. In addition, predictions about future market performance 
are rarely described as “material,” and the email contains no positive 
descriptors of the $600 to $800 million figure.^'^ Moreover, those 
figures did, in fact, reflect the ballpark amount of unreported losses then 
at stake, given the CIO’s valuation practices; the bank’s subsequent 
restatement put the first quarter’s unreported losses at $660 million.^'* 

In any event, whether or not the March 20 email was intended to or 
did disclose the extent of the unreported CIO losses to CIO 
management, Ms. Drew told the Subcommittee that she did not see the 
email at the time it was sent to her. In addition, despite her “exhaustive” 
meeting on March 21 regarding the SCP and evidence that Mr. Iksil and 
Mr. Grout viewed the mismarking as having reached “idiotic” and 


Subcommittee interview of Michael Cavanagh, JPMorgan Chase (12/12/2012). Counsel for 
Ms. Drew told the Subcommittee that she was not aware of the explanation of Mr. Cutler and 
Mr. Cavanagh. 

7'he same three credit index positions were the subject of the Grout spreadsheet from the prior 
week. See undated spreadsheet referencing 3/16/2012, JPM-CIO-PSI-H 0002812. 

The email also described $100 million in losses caused by Eastman Kodak and Rescap 
bankruptcies that had already taken place. 

See also prior communications involving Mr. Grout, CIO, or Mr. Iksil, CIO, cited earlier in 
this section, using the word “lag” to refer to unreported losses. See also March 29, 2012 email 
from Bruno Iksil, CIO, to Javier Martin-Artajo, CIO, “first draft of the presentation,” JPM-CIO 
0003543-554, at 545 (“the book is huge: 96Bin IG9 and 38BIn S9 fwds. ... Series 9 lag is 
overwhelming: total loss YTD is 1 .5bln.”). See also 2013 JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, 
at 47. 
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“monstrous” proportions and wanted to start showing the losses, Ms. 
Drew told the Subcommittee that no one informed her at the time about 
the mismarking.’’^ 

On the same day, March 21, 2012, that Mr. Martin-Artajo and Mr. 
Maoris met with Ms. Drew to discuss the synthetic credit book, the CIO 
reported its only profitable day during the second half of March. Its 
internal daily P&L statement reported a gain of over $700,000.™ The 
next day, March 22, 2012, the CIO reported a daily loss of $1.8 
million.^^' 


(4) Trading Stopped 

On Friday, March 23, 2012, Ina Drew ordered Mr. Martin and Mr. 
Iksil to “put phones down” and stop trading credit derivatives related to 
the SCP book.’^^ The halt in trading did not, however, produce a halt in 
the mismarking. 

The SCP book, which was essentially frozen in place on March 23, 
continued to incur losses throughout the trading day. Mr. Iksil informed 
Mr. Martin-Artajo that the SCP losses that day were huge, between $300 
and $600 million, depending upon whether the CIO used the midpoint or 
“besf’ prices available in the daily price range (bid-ask spread): “I 
reckon we have today a loss of 300M USING THE BEST BID ASKS 
and approximately 600m from the mids.”^^^ 

Using instant messaging, Mr. Iksil asked Mr. Grout to find out 
from Mr. Martin-Artajo what level of losses to report for the day. Mr. 
Iksil characterized the huge losses as “hopeless,” predicted “they are 
going to trash/destroy us,” and “you don’t lose 500 M[illion] without 
consequences,” concluding that he no longer knew what marks to use: 

Mr. Iksil: “[I]t is over/it is hopeless now ... I tell you they are 

going to trash/destroy us ... [Tjonight you’ll have at least 

[$]600m[illion], BID ASK MID BID ASK YOU HAVE 


Subcommittee interview of Ina Drew, CIO (9/7/2012). 

™ See OCC spreadsheet, OCC-SPl-00000298. Numbers do not reflect restated P&L figures. 

The Subcommittee is unaware of any analysis of the derivative marks underlying the $700,000 to 
determine the extent to which those marks reflected prices within the daily bid-ask spread. 

Id. The Subcommittee is unaware of any analysis of the derivative marks underlying the $1.8 
million loss to determine the extent to which diose marks reflected prices within the daily bid- 
ask spread. 

Subcommittee interview of Ina Drew, CIO (9/7(^012). See also 5/5/2012 email from Achilles 
Macris, CIO, to Ina Drew, CIO, “per the last cil, here are the facts,” JPM-CIO-E 00013052 
(“Jamie asked if the position was increased after you ordered to stop trading. I think that your 
instruction came on March 23 following the SAA meeting in the previous day in which Bruno 
presented the book.”). 

See 3/23/2012 instant messaging session between Bruno Iksil, CIO, and Javier Martin-Artajo, 
CIO, JPM-CIO 0003507-508, at 508. See also 2013 JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, at 51. 
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[$]300M[illion] AT LEAST... [I]t is everywhere/all over the 
place we are dead I tell you — ” 

[Later that day] 

Mr. Grout: “[W]ill you give me the color please? [I]f there is 
some.” 

Mr. Iksil: “[Njothing for now . . . [I]t will be negotiated with the 
IB [Investment Bank] at the top and I am going to be hauled over 
the coals ... [Y]ou don’t lose [$]500M[illion] without 
consequenees — ” 

[Later that day] 

Mr. Iksil: “[A]sk javier what pnl [profit and loss] we print today. 
... please, go see javier. I don’t know which pnl I should send 


Mr. Grout: “Did you talk to Javier?” 

[5 minutes later] 

Mr. Iksil: “yes. we show -3 [basis points] until month end on this 
one . . . [A]ll that I am asking you is to tell Javier what you see. 
[T]hat’s it and he decides what we show because me, I don’t know 
anymore.”’^"* 

Less than an hour later, Mr. Iksil repeated many of the same 
complaints to a CIO colleague, stating that the crux of the problem was 
that the CIO had beeome “too big for the market.” 

Mr. Iksil: “[I]t had to happe[n] [I]t started back in 2008 you see 
[I] survived pretty well until [I] was alone to be the target ... 

[Y]es [I] mean the guys know my position because [I] am too big 
for the market. ... [B]ut here is the loss and it becomes too large 
and this is it ... [W]e realize that [I] am too visible”^^^ 

Despite the emails predieting losses of between $300 million and $600 
million, at the end of the day on March 23, 2012, the CIO reported 
internally a daily loss of only $12.5 million.™ 


3/23/2012 instant messaging session between Bruno Iksil, CIO, and Julien Grout, CIO, JPM- 
CIO 0003515-541, at 528-541. 

3/23/2012 instant messaging session between Bruno Iksil, CIO, and Ade Adetayo, CIO, JPM- 
CIO 0001240-246, at 244-245. 

™ See OCC spreadsheet, OCC-SPI-00000298, printed in a chart prepared hy the Subcommittee 
above. Numbers do not reflect restated P&L figures. The Subcommittee is unaware of any 
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(5) Accusing the Investment Bank 

In the second half of March as the SCP losses continued to pile up, 
CIO management began to suspect and then blame the JPMorgan Chase 
Investment Bank for some of its trading problems. The Investment 
Bank, like the CIO, managed a large portfolio of derivatives and was 
active in the credit derivative markets. In fact, the original authorization 
for the CIO to trade in credit derivatives indicated that the CIO should 
use the Investment Bank’s marks, because the Investment Banker was a 
market maker in the product.’^’ However, by 2012, the CIO was not 
using the Investment Bank’s marks (if it ever did), leading to a growing 
valuation discrepancy between the two entities within JPMorgan Chase. 
This discrepancy not only drew the SCP valuations into question overall, 
they also caused problems because the CIO and Investment Bank were 
sometimes on opposite sides of the same credit derivative trade, and 
settling those trades using the Investment Bank marks would result in 
much larger losses for the SCP than it would otherwise record using its 
own, more favorable marks. 

Mr. Macris and Mr. Martin-Artajo communicated a variety of 
concerns in emails and telephone conversations, including that the 
Investment Bank was competing with the CIO, assigning unfavorable 
marks to positions where the SCP held the opposite side of the trade, and 
disclosing information about the CIO’s positions to the marketplace at 
large.’^’ In response, a senior Investment Bank executive, Daniel 
Pinto, investigated the allegations and determined they were untrue. 


analysis of the derivative marks underlying the $12.5 million loss to determine the extent to 
which those marks reflected prices within the daily bid-ask spread. 

See “Chief Investment Office New Business Initiative Approval ” prepared by CIO, on 
“Credit and Equity Capability” (undated, but in 2006), at 1 1 , OCC-SPI-0008 1631. 

See, e.g., 3/23/2012 email from Javier Martin-Artajo, CIO, to Ina Drew, CIO, copy to 
Achilles Macris, CIO, “Synthetic Book — URGENT,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0000416 (discussing 
whether to “settle” SCP trades with the Investment Bank and noting that settling them could lead 
to a “permanent loss” for the SCP book as large as $350 million). 

See, e.g., 3/23/2012 email from Achilles Macris, CIO, to Ina Drew, CIO, “This is not 
‘normal’....,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0000415 (Mr« Macris: “Javier and team here feel ‘surrounded’ and 
blindsided in terms of methodology etc. I think that we will need to intervene and somehow 
mediate this issue with the IB and insure the unbiased role of Ashley and Risk management. 

Let’s please decide and coordinate on our exact course of action, as this issue is really taking a 
worrisome direction that could be embarrassing to the firm. Clearly, the IB knows our positions 
as well as the ‘checkmate’ in terms of Capital treatment. They will certainly like to settle with 
CIO and close their short position in IG. ... The problem with ‘settling’ with the IB and help 
closing their shorts, is that CIO will be substantially short the market, post settlement. This is 
not where we [sic] I would like us to be in the middle of this strong market.”); 3/23/2012 email 
from Javier Martin-Artajo, CIO, to Ina Drew, CIO, copy to Achilles Macris, CIO, “Synthetic 
Book - URGENT,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0000416 (Mr. Martin-Artajo: “[Djuring the last week we 
have been trying to work on our best path for the Synthetic Book trying to both to reduce our 
overall RWAs and get the book in a balanced way. The problem with this has been that we have 
engaged in a dialogue with Risk Management (Ashley Bacon), QR (Venkat) and the IB (Guy 
America and Daniel Pinto) and this has resulted in a heightened alert about our positions in the 
IB and is really hurting us in various ways. ... and also we have worse marks against our current 
book. ... In any case it is very important that we need to let the IB know that we need to talk to 
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On March 23, 2012, the same day that Ms. Drew ordered a halt in 
the SCP derivatives trading, the allegations were discussed in a 
telephone conversation between Mr. Martin- Artajo and Keith Stephan, 
the market risk officer in the CIO’s London olFice.^^’ 

Mr. Martin-Artajo: “Hey Keith, man. Having a lot of headaches 
here.” 

Mr. Stephan: "... 1 mean. I’ve been through the book before 
with Pete [Weiland] as you’re aware. 1 talk to him every day about 
it. So 1 have some patience to take Irv through it. But then it 
seems like there is a breakdown in the link of communication here 
because 1 was under the impression that everybody was very clear 
that . . . what we were doing was adding sort of another 20 to 25 
[bjillion dollars of risk in one sense, right, you know, on the run? 
And now it seems like everybody says no we don’t, we didn’t 
know what we were doing ....” 

Mr. Martin-Artajo: “No, no, no. 1 spoke with Ina. The reason I 
told her, the reason I’m doing that is to defend the position, okay? 
We can reduce that [RWAJ. I just didn’t want the investment bank 
to roll over us, okay? This’^^ has increased the book by 25 or 26 
billion of RWA which is freaking them out. ... So this is going all 
the way up, man, just, just for you to know. Achilles and I, we’ve 
raised this issue to Ashley Bacon and he’s going to talk to [Chief 
Risk Officer John] Hogan and he’s going to talk to Daniel Pinto 
and he’s going to talk to Guy America, okay? So we’re escalating 
the problem here, all the way up, okay?” 

Mr. Stephan: “Okay.” 

Mr. Martin-Artajo: “The issue here is that the investment bank 
is manipulating the prices. They want us out of - you know how 
valuable the IG9 position is, right?” 

Mr. Stephan: “I know.” 


them to stop this negative [sjpiral that we are seeing in the market because we have disclosed too 
much information to them and we are sever[e]y affected by this. Specifically on the long IG9 
position that is getting the attention of the market” Ms. Drew: “You guys need to get irv 
[Goldman] and call [CRO John] hogan and explain. I can give him a heads up.”). 

At the time, Mr. Pinto was co-head of fixed income and CEO of the bank’s Europe, Middle 
East and Africa (EMEA) region. Mr. Pinto is now the co-head of Corporate and Investment 
Banking, a position shared with Michael Cavanagh, JPMorgan Chase. 

3/23/2012 recorded telephone conversation between Keith Stephan, CIO, and Javier Martin- 
Artajo, CIO, JPM-CIO-PSI-A 0000060. See also, partial transcript of this conversation at JPM- 


CIO 0003493. 

Mr. Martin-Artajo was referring to several recent iMge trades by the CIO, including a S9 
billion purchase of one credit index and a $14 billion purchase of another, for a total of $23 
billion. 
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Mr. Martin-Artajo: “And we have a lot of it, okay? So it’s 
almost they are trying to squeeze us out. ... We have a good 
position, it’s not performing and we are getting paranoid here, 
okay? . . . But this is out of my control or Achilles’ control now. 
This is Ina. Ina has to decide this with, with, with whoever it is.” 

Mr. Stephan: “Jes Staley.” 

Mr. Martin-Artajo: “With Jes, basically. ... They [the 
Investment Bank] are not trading volume. They are just avoiding 
us, okay? They are just giving us bad marks. So they are 
manipulating the market and we have to stop it because now it’s 
coming to me from the market. The market is asking us what . . . 
are we doing? Okay? They think that we have a large position. 
Okay? And, you know, that’s the last thing you want.” 

That same day, March 23, Mr. Pinto spoke with Achilles Macris 
about the accusations against the Investment Bank.’^^ During the 
conversation, Mr. Macris began to retreat. 

Mr. Macris: “So we are acting after Ina’s instruction, you know, 
who, you know, wants to talk to [John] Hogan about it ....” 

Mr. Pinto: “Ok, well then, I need to talk to Hogan too. ... [W]e 
don’t have any collateral, significant collateral disputes with 
anyone. I will, I’m trying to ... really check on all of the 
valuations of the positions. ...” 

Mr. Macris: “. . . Javier has, like, you know, sort of, you know, 
some, you know, feedback, and you know, issues, you know, with 
the dealers. ...” 

Mr. Pinto: “I should say that it’s a situation where I need to do a 
formal investigation. And, really, if Javier is fantasizing about 
this, he’s going to really, he will, he will have a ba-, a hard time 
here. I mean, if he’s right, I need to fire a lot of people. ...” 

Mr. Macris: “Yeah, exactly, you know, I mean. I’m not on that 
page so much. Like, I don’t disagree with you. You know, this 
elevation is not my style, right?” 


™ 3/23/2012 Subcommittee transcription of recorded telephone conversation among Achilles 
Macris, CIO, and Javier Martin-Artajo, CIO, and Daniel Pinto, Investment Bank, JPM-CIO-PSI- 
A 0000140. 
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Mr. Pinto: “From what I understand, how we got here, honestly, 1 
don’t care. What I see, is that it is an accusation that the 
investment bank, with someone leaking the position of CIO, is 
acting against CIO on mismarking the books to damage CIO ” 

Mr. Maoris: “No, it’s not, that is not to my understanding. My 
understanding is, listen, I, yeah, I don’t know. These are very 
aggressive comments. ... I don’t know how . . . this has become ... 
an issue of disciplinary action ....” 

Mr. Pinto: “Yeah, that’s fine. But that, at the moment what it is, 
is a real accusation. It’s not that a concern that you may have for 
the future. And the way that the people think, over this side, is 
someone in my group, did something wrong. Either mismarked 
the books or used information that they should have not used to 
trade against your position and acted against the benefit of the, to 
harm the bank. So that is what is floating around.”^^"' 

Mr. Pinto then questioned Mr. Martin-Artajo about the accusations 
against the Investment Bank. 

Mr. Pinto: “So my question is, there is something that DID 
happen, that in any shape or form, you think that our investment 
bank is trading against your position, because the position was 
leaked in some weird form to them?” 

Mr. Martin-Artajo: “Ok, 1 don’t think that there is anything here 
that has happened that is of, of a serious nature. What 1 think is 
happening here, that is of a serious nature, is that what can happen 
with the marks that we get from the investment bank. Ok?” 

Mr. Pinto: (laughs)"... So now we go to the marks. Have you 
got any, we don’t have any collateral disputes, so, or very little 
ones. Have you, have you, can you see, any of the marks, that they 
are deliberately un-, mismarked to hurt your position? ...” 

Mr. Martin-Artajo: “Ok, what happens is that, every time we put 
a trade on, I get, you know, I get, sort of like an immediate ask 
from, from the dealer into the position that we just traded, right? 
So, 1 get evidence that they have access either to ICE or to some 
other way to look at what we do and you know, I am concerned 
about that . . . ?” 


734 
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Mr. Pinto: “Honestly, I don’t, I, I don’t know. Is that the case? 
That someone is accessing your, your position? Because Olivier 
gave it to them or someone? So I need to fire that person.” 

Mr. Martin-Artajo: “Ok.” 

Mr. Pinto: “So we need to be extremely careful.”^^^ 

Ultimately, Mr. Pinto pointed out that the market had likely 
become aware of the CIO’s positions, because the CIO’s positions at the 
time were enormous and the market had a limited number of 
participants. He also promised to examine the issue of how the positions 
were being marked, since the CIO and Investment Bank had different 
values on their books for the same credit derivatives. 

Mr. Martin-Artajo: “[Rjisk management knows that we have 
large, large, concentrations, ok? Now, I, I, I am hearing in the 
market that, you know, some of the guys in the company are 
talking to them and wondering what we are going to do with the 
positions. Now, 1, 1 just want to stop that ...yeah?” 

Mr. Pinto: “But Javier, Javier, Javier, Javier, my friend. You 
know that over these days, because of the difference in 
performance, everyone is stating that. So that it’s very likely — 

Mr. Martin-Artajo: “But I want it to be inside the company. I 
don’t want it to be, known out there. ...” 

Mr. Pinto: “But ... obviously, you bought those positions in the 
market so it is very likely that some of the market people can put 
two and two together. . . . That someone is trading against you, 
knowing your position, is something that I will be extremely 
surprised that is going on but we’ll take a look and see if that is 
coming up and that’s it.” 

Mr. Martin-Artajo: “Ok, thank you. Thank you for that Daniel. 
Thank you for that.” 

Mr. Pinto: “And if you could, so how much do you think is [the] 
damage?” 

Mr. Martin-Artajo: “It’s a few basis points but it’s in a large 
position so that’s the issue.” 

Mr. Pinto: “So it’s not many millions of dollars?” 
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Mr. Martin-Artajo: “1 don’t know like, maybe 250?” 

Mr. Pinto: “Two hundred and fifty million dollars?” 

Mr. Martin-Artajo: “Yeah.” 

Mr. Pinto: “Ok. And you think that the fact that we marked the 
book that way, so we are benefitting with that amount and you are 
having a loss of that amount?” 

Mr. Martin-Artajo: “Well, 1, 1 just. I’m just concerned that the 
bid/offer spread is wide, and I don’t know where the, the, the 
prices are when we trade. That’s basically what it is, really.” 

Mr. Pinto: “Ok, so then, then, I think that we need to get Jean 
Francois^^® to take a look of the marks and see if there is anything 
that is being done inappropriate. What I was telling Achilles is 
that we haven’t . . . had recently, any substantial . . . discrepancies in 
the valuations with clients, or any market disputes.” 

Mr. Martin-Artajo: “Ok.” 

Mr. Pinto: “So, if we would have something of that nature, we 
would have substantial market disputes. But in any case, so I’ll 
take a look and then we’ll take it from there. ...” 

Mr. Pinto: “But, but, yeah but to think, to think, that someone 
from us ... went and openly in the market, talked about your 
positions? Really? I would be extremely surprised.” 

Mr. Maoris: “Ok.” 

Mr. Pinto: “That the market knows that, what your positions are? 
That may be, because you bought tons of it.” 

Mr. Maoris: “Yeah.”^^’ 

According to JPMorgan Chase, the Investment Bank reviewed its 
books, determined it had not traded in size against the CIO, had 
correctly marked its positions, and had no material collateral disputes 
indicating a problem with its marks.’’* Mr. Pinto’s logic in identifying 
collateral disputes as a red flag of mismarking shows that the bank itself 


Jean Francois Bessin was the director and global head of valuation for the Investment Bank. 
3/23/2012 Subcommittee transcription of recorded telephone conversation between Achilles 
Macris. CIO, Javier Martin-Artajo, CIO, and Daniel Pinto, Investment Bank, JPM-CIO-PSI-A 
0000140. 

Subcommittee interview of John Hogan and Ashley Bacon, JPMorgan Chase (9/4/2012). 
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should have focused on the CIO’s growing collateral disputes in March 
and April as evidence of a mismarking problem. JPMorgan Chase also 
told the Subcommittee “there was no evidence that the Investment Bank 
was leaking” information about the CIO’s positions to the market at 
large.”’ Instead, as Mr. Pinto pointed out and as Mr. Maoris admitted, 
the market’s awareness of the CIO’s positions was attributable to the 
CIO’s voluminous trading. 

(6) Mismarking Continued 

When Ina Drew halted trading in the SCP book on March 23, 

2012, the CIO personnel in London continued to use more favorable 
prices than those at the midpoint to value the SCP’s credit derivatives, 
although they also began reporting substantially more losses than 
previously. On Monday, March 26, the CIO reported a daily loss for the 
SCP of $32 million and year-to-date losses of $254 million. The next 
day, March 27, the CIO reported a $45 million loss, its highest daily loss 
during the year to date. On March 28, the CIO reported a $5 1 million 
loss, and on the day after that, a $50 million loss. Altogether, the SCP 
book lost $179 million in the first four days of the week, and the year-to- 
date loss by then totaled $399 million.’''® JPMorgan Chase told the 
Subcommittee that the CIO traders were apparently attempting to get the 
reported losses closer to the actual losses in light of the upcoming end to 
the quarter.’'" 

The last day of the week was March 30, 2012, which was also the 
last business day of the first quarter of the year. The marks at quarter- 
end are more important than on other days or month-ends, because 
quarter-end information is included in various publicly filed financial 
reports, and publicly traded corporations are required to attest to their 
accuracy. Within JPMorgan Chase, month-end and quarter-end marks 
were also validated within each line of business by an independent 
internal review team, the Valuation Control Group (VCG). 

Ina Drew expressed concern about how the SCP would perform on 
the last day of the month and how the day’s losses would affect the 
quarter as a whole.’''’ Earlier in the month, before she halted SCP 

Id. (noting that the bank’s compliance group had come to that conclusion, which Mr. Martin- 
Artajo accepted). 

See OCC spreadsheet, OCC-SPI-00000298, printed in a chart prepared by the Subcommittee 
above. Numbers do not reflect restated P&L figures. 

Subcommittee interview of Michael Cavanagh, JPMorgan Chase (12/12/2012). 

5/10/2012 JPMorgan Chase Controllers special assessment of CIO’s marks, January to April 
2012, JPM-CIO 0003637-654, at 642. 

See 3/30/2012 email exchange between Irvin Goldman, CIO, and Javier Martin-Artajo, CIO, 
“Any better numbers so far?,” JPM-CIO 0003564-565 (“No further progress on estimate yet. 
Will update you again in one hour.” “As I mentioned to Keith, Ina wants a summary of 
breakdown when u have it bid offer attribution ete.”). See also transcript of recorded telephone 
conversation betw'een Irvin Goldman, CIO, and Javier Martin-Artajo, CIO, JPM-CIO 0003555 
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trading, the CIO traders had engaged in a series of enormous trades, 
involving $40 billion in credit derivatives, which dramatically increased 
the size of the portfolio and which the OCC later characterized as 
“doubling down” on the book’s trading strategy. Due to the portfolio’s 
enormous size by the end of March, even small price variances in the 
positions could produce large losses.^'*^ 

On March 30, 2012, the CIO ended up reporting losses totaling 
$3 1 9 million, more than six times larger than any other daily loss up to 
that point in the year.’''® When added to the previous day’s cumulative 
year-to-date loss of $399 million, the losses on the last day of March 
produced a grand total for the quarter of almost $719 million. 

Even that large number, however, hid the true extent of the losses 
in the SCP book at quarter end. A recorded telephone conversation on 
March 30, 2012, between Mr. Grout and Mr. Martin-Artajo, indicates 
that they were continuing to use overly favorable prices. 

Mr. Grout; “Go ahead and tell me where I should put...” 

Mr.Iksil: Yes.” 

Mr. Grout: “Tell me where 1 should take a reserve?” 

Mr. Iksil: “If you can avoid doing that screwed-up thing you can 

really stay within bid-ask. It’s better you see since you don’t have 

a reserve, you see?” 


and JPM-CIO-PSI-A 0000069 (“Mr. Goldman: “Ina just called me. ..she was curious if you 
had any range of estimate about what the day is going to look like.” Mr. Martin-Artajo: “I 
don’t have that yet, unfortunately. I don’t have it Irv. 1 don’t have it. It is not looking good.” 
Mr. Goldman: “You still don’t know if it’s minus 50 or minus 150?” Mr. Martin-Artajo: “I 
don’t know man. I have a bad feeling about bid-offer spread here.” Mr. Goldman: “If we get 
what you are nervous about, where do you think it could be?” Mr. Martin-Artajo: “It could be 
we have a very bad number, could have 150.”). See also 3/30/2012 email from Achilles Macris, 
CIO, to Irvin Goldman, CIO, copies to Ina Drew, CIO, and others, “synthetic credit - crisis 
action plan,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0001220-222, at 221 (Mr. Macris: “Just spoke to Ashley [Bacon] 
regarding the issue and he has agreed to dedicate Olivier to help us with RWA targeting for Q2. 

. . .the objective is to determine what is the best course of action to insure that the book is and 
remains balanced in risk and P+L terms. ...clearly, we are in crisis mode on this.” [Emphasis 
added,] ). See also 2013 JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, at 51-53. 

See 3/29/2012 email from Bruno Iksil, CIO, to Javier Martin-Artajo, CIO, “first draft of the 
presentation,” JPM-CIO 0003543-554, at 545 (“the book is hug : 96Bin IG9 and 38Bln S9 fwds. 

. . . Series 9 lag is overwhelming: total loss YTD is 1 .5bln.”). 

See 5/10/2012 JPMorgan Chase Controllers special assessment of CIO’s marks, January to 
April 2012, at 2, JPM-CIO 0003637-654, at 638. See also 2013 JPMorgan Chase Task Force 
Report, at 52. 

See OCC spreadsheet, OCC-SPI-00000298, printed in a chart prepared by the Subcommittee 
above. Numbers do not reflect restated P&L figures. See dso 6/29/2012 email from Elwyn 
Wong, OCC, to Scott Waterhouse, CIO, and others, “2nd Wilmer Hale Call,” OCC-SPI- 
00071386 (“Real market marks were trued by end of Mar and the large loss on 3/31/2012 was 
due to that one reason.”). 
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Mr. Grout: “For the United States, we’re back to the bid-ask on 
the on-the-run . . . and for Europe, if you want, I can scratch out 
two bps [basis points] on the crossover.” 

Mr. Iksil: “But you see what I mean? This is a little bit at the 
limit. We should probably do something cleaner with a, you see, a 
lesser result. You see what I mean?” 

Mr. Grout: “Okay. But if I take off ... I can take off four bps on 
the crossover.” 

Mr. Iksil: “...okay, then do that. Do that and we’ll see. Okay? 

... I’m sorry to ask you to do this. But I prefer to do it this way. 
It’s cleaner, you see.” 

Mr. Grout: “I must look into this because ...” 

Mr. Iksil: “You see, now it’s okay. I have the connection. I will 
validate it for you right away, okay?” 

Mr. Grout: “Okay, that’s good.”^'” 

At the end of the business day in London, the CIO traders sent an 
SCP P&L Predict estimating that the daily losses on March 30, 2012, 
would total $138 million.’’'* The final P&L for the day reported 
considerably larger losses of $319 million, a revised total apparently due 
to changes made by CIO personnel in New York. 

Despite that massive daily loss, which followed three straight 
months of losses that seemed to be escalating rather than easing, 
JPMorgan Chase did not alert the OCC, its primary Federal regulator, to 
the problems being experienced by the CIO’s Synthetic Credit Portfolio. 
In fact, bank management did not even begin a dialogue with the OCC 
about the SCP until April 9, 2012, after media reports unmasked the 
bank’s role behind the whale trades roiling credit markets, and even then 
downplayed the SCP’s losses and the risks to the bank. The OCC told 
the Subcommittee that the bank should have reported the SCP losses 
much earlier.’’'^ 

The evidence indicates that the mismarking continued into April, 
although the CIO continued to report much higher losses than in the 


™ 3/30/2012 transcript of recorded telephone conversation between Bruno Iksil, CIO, and Julien 
Grout, CIO, JPM-CIO 0003562-563. 

See 3/30/2012 email from Julien Grout, CIO, to the CIO Estimated P&L mailing list, “CIO 
Core Credit P&L Predict [30 Mar]: -$138,I35k (dly) -$583,296k (ytd),” JPM-CIO 003567-569, 
at 569. 

Subcommittee interview of Scott Waterhouse, OCC (9/I7/20I2). For more information on 
the poor quality of bank disclosures to the OCC about the SCP, see Chapter VI. 
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beginning of the year7^“ On Friday, April 6, 2012, Bloomberg and the 
Wall Street Journal published the articles that first directed public 
attention to the SCP book.’^' On that same day, Jamie Dimon and 
Douglas Braunstein asked Ina Drew for a “full diagnostic” of the SCP 
by Monday.’^^ Ms. Drew then asked Achilles Macris for more detailed 
information on the P&L status of the SCP book. 

Mr. Macris responded that he was unsure how big the losses or 
“drawdown” in the SCP book would be at the end of the second quarter, 
since it would be “highly depend[e]nt on the marks.”’^^ Later that day, 
Mr. Martin-Artajo sent an email to Ms. Drew estimating that the second 
quarter losses would not exceed $200 million, provided they “exclude[d] 
very adverse marks” from the SCP books: 

“In terms of the worse case scenario for us for Q2 [second 
quarter] I am redoing the work once again to make sure that 
if we exclude very adverse marks to our book the potential 
loss due to market moves or any economic scenario including 


defaults would not exceed a number higher than -200 MM 



The email did not explain to Ms. Drew how the CIO could “exclude 
very adverse marks” from the SCP book, and in that email exchange, she 
did not ask. 

The first trading day after the whale trade media reports was April 
10, 2012.^^^ At the close of business in London, the CIO traders sent out 


See 2013 JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, at 46 (“[F]rom at least mid-March through 
early April, the Synthetic Credit Portfolio’s losses appear to have been understated.”). 

“London Whale Rattles Debt Market,” Wall Street Journal . Gregory Zuckerman and Katy 
Bume (4/6/2012); “JPMorgan Trader Iksil’s Heft Is Said to Distort Credit Market,” Bloomberg 
News, Stephanie Ruble, Bradley Keoun and Mary Childs (4/6/2012), 

http://www.bloomberg.eom/news/2012-04-05/jpmorgan-trader-iksil-s-heft-is-said-to-distort- 

credit-indexes.html. 

See 4/6/2012 email from Ina Drew, CIO, to Achilles Macris, CIO, “Credit,” JPM-CIO-PSI 
0000571, at 573 (Ms. Drew: “Jamie and Doug want a full diagnostic monday. 1 will need it 
Sunday night.”). 

See 4/6/2012 email from Ina Drew, CIO, to Achilles Macris, CIO, “Credit,” JPM-CIO-PSI 
0000571 at 572; 4/6/2012 email from Achilles Macris, CIO, to Ina Drew, CIO, and Javier 
Martin-Artajo, CIO, JPM-CIO-PSI 0001582-583, at 583 (Mr. Macris: “Any further draw- 
down, will be the result of further distortions and marks between the series where we are holding 
large exposures. ... lam however unsure on the potential magnitude of an ‘one touch’ draw- 
down for Q2 which is highly depend[e]nt on marks.”). See also 4/9/2012 email from Douglas 
Braunstein, JPMorgan Chase to Jamie Dimon, JPMorgan Chase, “Follow up”, JPM-CIO-PSI 
0000944 (“Have asked Ina and Wilmot for clear analysis of the positions - maturities, balances, 
spreads (current) and normalized.”). 

4/6/2012 email exchange among Javier Martin-Artajo, CIO, Ina Drew, CIO, and Achilles 
Macris, CIO, “Update,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0001429. 

The markets were closed on Monday, April 9, due to Easter. See 2013 JPMorgan Chase Task 
Force Report, at 64, footnote 78. 
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an SCP P&L Predict projecting a daily loss of only about $6 million, 
which suggests that a decision had been made to continue the 
mismarking. Less than ninety minutes later, however, a second P&L 
Predict email was sent showing an estimated loss of $395 million.’^’ 
That loss was 60 times greater than the loss reported in the first SCP 
P&L Predict. 

The difference between the two estimates was $389 million. Of 
that difference, a comparison of the two estimates shows that $142 
million or nearly half of the difference was directly attributable to the 
CIO’s changing the marks on two of its largest positions, the “CDX.IG 
S09 lOY” and the “iTraxx.Main S09 lOY.” The mark for the SCP’s IG9 
10 year credit index position was changed from 123.75 to 126,^^* a 
significant change on a position with a notional value of $79 billion; it 
increased the daily loss on this position from $330 million to $418 
million, a $88 million increase. Almost as dramatic, the mark for the 
iTraxx Main S9 10 year position was changed from 1 64 to 1 67.25,^^^ 
which, for a position with the notional value of $23 billion, increased its 
daily loss from $227 million to $282 million, a $55 million increase. 
These increased losses were combined with over 1 00 other gains and 
losses in the SCP book. 

When asked about the huge increase in the reported daily loss after 
the 90-minute interval, Bruno Iksil later told the JPMorgan Chase Task 
Foree investigation that the first number was simply an “accident.”^^° 
When the two emails are compared, however, they contain multiple 
differences at various points, including the new marks just described; 
there is no single typographical or arithmetic mistake. In its 2013 report, 
the JPMorgan Chase Task Force wrote that the CIO trader responsible 
for the SCP daily marks - who was Mr. Grout - had been directed by an 
unnamed trader to use the lower number in the first P&L Predict. 
According to the JPMorgan Chase Task Force report, after the first P&L 
Predict was emailed, there was a “confrontation between the other two 
traders” - again urmamed - and a decision was made to send out the 
second P&L Predict. Mr. Venkatakrishnan told the JPMorgan Chase 
Task Force that, on April 10, 2012, after Mr. Martin-Artajo indicated 
that the CIO planned to value the SCP positions at what they were really 

See 4/10/2012 email from Julien Grout, CIO, to the CIO Estimated P&L mailing list, dated 
April 10, time 19:02:01 GMT, subject “CIO Core Credit P&L Predict [10 Apr]: -$5,71 Ik (dly) - 
$626,834k (ytd). See JPM-CIO 0003570-572. 

See 4/10/2012 email from Julien Grout, CIO, to the CIO Estimated P&L mailing list, time 
“10 Apr 2010 20:30:42 GMT,” “CIO Core Credit P&L Predict [10 Apr]: -$394,735k (dly) - 
$1,01 5,858k (ytd),” JPM-CIO 0003573. 

Compare email from Julien Grout, CIO, to the CIO Credit Positions mailing list, dated April 
10, time 19:02:23 GMT, JPM-CIO-PSI 0032406, with email from Julien Grout, CIO, to the CIO 
Credit Positions mailing list, dated April 10, time 20:31:08 GMT, JPM-CIO-PSI 0023061 
™ Id. 

Subcommittee interview of Michael Cavanagh, JPMorgan Chase (12/12/2012) (Harry Weiss). 

See 2013 JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, at 64-65. 
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worth rather than what the market showed, Mr. Venkatakrishnan told 
him instead to “let the losses flow,” after which Mr. Martin-Artajo 
walked away without saying anything.’®^ Trader interviews with the 
JPMorgan Chase Task Force suggest that Mr. Martin-Artajo then 
directed the second SCP P&L Predict to be emailed. 

With respect to the second P&L report, Mr. Grout told the Task 
Force investigation: “Bruno was scared about a big number. Bruno 
thought it was real. Bruno spoke with Javier and Achilles. They 
decided to show the losses.”’^ His statement suggests Mr. Iksil and his 
colleagues may have been “scared” about hiding a $400 million loss on 
that day, given the media spotlight on the whale trades. 

In an April 10, 2012 email sent by Ina Drew at the end of the day 
to Jamie Dimon, Douglas Braunstein, John Wilmot, and others, she 
attributed the $400 million loss to the market moving against the CIO’s 
positions in anticipation of its liquidating the SCP book: 

“[T]he mtm [marked-to-market] loss is [$]412 mil today, an 
8 standard deviation event mostly from the steep[en]ing of 
the [IG]9 curve. SPECIFIC to our position. No other high 
grade or high yield index moved much clearly anticipating 
our liquidation.”’^^ 

Her email notified the most senior officials in the bank about an “8 
standard deviation event,” meaning a wholly unexpected and 
unpredictable loss; however, bank officials told the Subcommittee that, 
at the time, they were expecting large losses as a result of the media 
attention.’^^ 

The final daily loss recorded internally for the SCP by the bank on 
April 10, 2012, was $415 million.’*’ That $415 million loss was the 
single largest daily loss for the book up to that point in the year. The 


JPMorgan Chase Task Force interview of C.S. Venkatakrishnan, JPMorgan Chase (partial 
readout to the Subcommittee on 1/18/2013). 

JPMorgan Chase Task Force interviews of Julien Grout, CIO, and Bruno Iksil, CIO (partial 
readout to the Subcommittee on 1/1 8/2013). 

JPMorgan Chase Task Force interview of Bruno Iksil, CIO (partial readout to the 
Subcommittee on 8/27/2012). 

4/10/2012 email from Ina Drew, CIO, to Jamie Dimon, JPMorgan Chase, and others, 
“Credit,” JPM-CIO-PShH 0002276. 

Subcommittee interview of Ina Drew, CIO (12/7/2012) (noting that the news article itself was 
“a cause of a large piece of the loss,” and that Messrs. Iksil, Martin-Artajo, and Macris believed 
it was the “provocateur” for losing money); see also JPMorgan Chase Task Force interview of 
Julien Grout, CIO (partial readout to the Subcommittee on 1/18/2013) (stating he expected a 
“bloodbath” of losses based on public disclosure of market positions in the media reports). 

See OCC spreadsheet, OCC-SPI-00000298, printed in a chart prepared by the Subcommittee 
above. Numbers do not reflect restated P&L figures. 
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cumulative year-to-date losses then jumped to $ 1 .2 billion, the first time 
the cumulative SCP losses had crossed Ae $1 billion threshold^^* 

Three days later, on April 13, 2012, JPMorgan Chase held an 
earnings call and discussed the whale trades for the first time. Mr. 
Dimon dismissed concerns about the trades as a “complete tempest in a 
teapot.” 

Around the same time, in a recorded telephone conversation, Ms. 
Drew told Mr. Martin-Artajo; “[SJtart getting a little bit of that mark 
back ... so, you know, an extra basis point you can tweak at whatever it 
is I’m trying to show.”’*® When asked about this telephone 
conversation, Ms. Drew told the Subcommittee that the traders had told 
her they were being “conservative in the bid offer,” and she wanted them 
to be more aggressive. “If the position is starting to mean revert,” Ms. 
Drew said, she wanted them to “show it.”’™ Her recommendation that 
the CIO traders “tweak” the marks, as well as her explanation that she 
wanted them to be less conservative in their analysis, provide additional 
evidence of the imprecise and subjective nature of the marks assigned by 
the bank to its credit derivative holdings. On April 17, 2012, the SCP 
showed a gain of $10 million, after eight consecutive days of losses.”' 

On April 19, 2012, in a recorded telephone conversation, Mr. Iksil, 
Mr. Grout, and another CIO colleague, Luis Buraya, discussed an 
ongoing collateral valuation dispute caused by a disagreement over the 
accuracy of the CIO marks. Mr. Iksil commented: 

“[W]e have to be careful, not to be too stretched. . . . The 
point is we need to have a strong position. ... I think our 
method is good. But we need to be careful that we don’t look 
like we are too stretched, you know, on the one we use. . . . 

[W]e are less stretched on the, on the mark we use and that’s 
it, you know, from the bid-ask.”’” 


Due to the media attention and escalating losses in the synthetic credit book, Ina Drew, CIO, 
set up daily conference calls for the next (wo days (leading up to the quarterly earnings call) with 
Jamie Dimon, Douglas Braunstein, Barry Zubrow, John Hogan, Jes Staley, and Achilles Macris. 
See 4/10/2012 email from Ina Drew, CIO, to Jamie Dimon, JPMorgan Chase, and others, 
“8:30am Calls Set up for Wednesday and Thursday,” JPM-CJO-PSI 0001719. 

Subcommittee transcription of undated (likely mid to late April 2012) recorded telephone 
conversation between Ina Drew, CIO, and Javier Martin-Artajo, CIO, JPM-CIO-PSI-A 0000076. 

Subcommittee interview of Ina Drew, CIO (9/772012). 

See OCC spreadsheet, OCC-SPI-00000298, printed in a chart prepared by the Subcommittee 
above. Numbers do not reflect restated P&L figures. The Subcommittee is unaware of any 
analysis of the derivative marks underlying the $10 million to determine the extent to which they 
reflected appropriate prices within the daily bid~ask spread. 

4/19/2012 Subcommittee transcription ofrecorded telephone conversation among Bruno Iksil, 
Julien Grout, and Luis Buraya, CIO, JPM-CIO-A 00000018 (Mr. Iksil: “...we have to be 
careful not to be too stretched. ...” Mr. Buraya: “I can imagine the next headline ‘JP Morgan is 
hoarding cash. They are not marking the smff in the rightplace.’ I can see it happening. ...” 
Mr. Iksil: . .The point is we need to have a strong position. So, we need to work. We need to 
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Mr. Iksil’s comment may have meant that he did not want to use a mark 
that was too far from the midpoint of the bid-ask spread, since another 
party would be contesting the validity of the mark. Mr. Buraya 
commented in part: “I can imagine the next headline ‘ JP Morgan is 
hoarding cash. They are not marking the stuff in the right place.’ lean 
see it happening.” Mr. Iksil replied in part; “. . . and if they want us to 
line 500 [million] lower, so be it. So be it. Right? There’s nothing 
wrong with it.”’^ Mr. IksiTs response demonstrates, again, the 
malleable nature of the bank’s credit derivative valuation process in 
which he viewed a half a billion dollar downward adjustment of the SCP 
book’s value as a possible outcome if management wanted it. 

C. Ending the Mismarking 

The CIO’s mismarking of the SCP appears to have finally ended in 
May 2012, as part of a concerted effort by JPMorgan Chase to resolve a 
series of collateral disputes with CIO counterparties that began in March 
and intensified throughout April.™ The disputes apparently arose, in 


be less stretched. ...” Mr. Grout; “.. .now, I think Javier should be aware of this. Because as 
you suggest, that could be another article in the press. ...” Mr. Iksil: “...all we have to do is 
stick to our method. I agree, not change anything. I think our method is good. But we need to 
be careful that we don’t look like we are too stretched, you know, on the one we use. So on the 
one hand, we acknowledge these quotes. On the other hand, from the prices we use, you know, 
we need to be less stretched. . . . So just with that, you know, I think, we keep talking to Jason 
[Hughes]. We keep adjusting from what show us, and we are less stretched on the, on the mark 
we use and that’s it, you know, from the bid/ask.” Mr. Buraya: “...we do the exercise on 
Monday [April 23], or we are marking where we see it. We give it to Jason. So we prove that 
1 0 days before month end, we were where we were saying we were. Yeah? ... It would be nice 
. . . otherwise I can tell you, they might actually, without us saying anything, they might actually 
come and ask on Monday ‘ok, we want to see where the market is and what you guys have.’” 
Mr. Iksil: “Yeah, that’s why, that’s why we need to be not too stretched on the marks, you 
know, so that whatever adjustments there are, we can do it, you see? But they have to provide, 
you know, marks with a proper data, you see?” Mr. Buraya: “No I mean, exactly. I totally 
agree. That’s, that’s why it is important to agree with Jason. ... Better to be prepared and not 
diplomatically correct.” Mr. Iksil: “...and if they want us to line 500 [million] lower, so be it. 
So be it. Right? There’s nothing wrong with it. But we have to address the problem, right?”). 
See also “JPMorgan restates first-quarter results, citing trader marks,” Reuters (7/13/2012) 
http://www.reuters.eom/article/2012/07/13/us-jpmorgan-loss-restatement- 
idUSBRE86C0FR20120713. 

Id. 

See 4/20/2012 email from Mark Demo, JPMorgan Chase, “Largest OTC Collateral Call 
Dispute Report plus Update on Collateral Disputes Reported to Supervisors,” JPM-CIO 
0003590-596, at 592. See also 4/20/2012 email from Mark Demo, JPMorgan Chase, to John 
Wilmot, CIO, and others, “Largest OTC Collateral Call Dispute Report plus Update on 
Collateral Disputes Reported to Supervisors,” JPM-CIO-PSl-H 0000141-146, at 142 (“This is a 
weekly report that we in IB Collateral produce that reflects the 10 largest collateral disputes for 
the week. You should know that in our top 10 this week, we have quite a few disputes that are 
largely driven by mtm [mark to market] differences on CIO London trades. If I look at the total 
mtm differences across the CIO book facing the G-15 - the mtm difference totals over $500MM. 
... The collateral team also provided a time series which shows the overall difference growing 
through March to approxjimately] $500mm at March month end. March month end was tested 
as satisfactory by VCG.”). This email was forwarded to Ina Drew, CIO, and Irvin Goldman, 

CIO, on 4/23/2012. See also 4/23/2012 email from Ina Drew, CIO, to Irvin Goldman, CIO, 
“Largest OTC Collateral Call Dispute Report plus Update on Collateral Disputes Reported to 
Supervisors,” JPM-CIO-PSI-H OOOOI41-I46, at 141. 
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part, as the CIO’s counterparties became aware that the CIO was 
marking the value of its derivative holdings using much more favorable 
numbers than JPMorgan Chase’s Investment Bank did for the same 
derivatives. In May, JPMorgan Chase ordered the CIO to begin using 
the same valuation methodology as the Investment Bank for its credit 
derivatives. That change in valuation methodology erased the difference 
between the CIO and Investment Bank marks, validated the complaints 
of the counterparties, and led to the CIO’s resolving the collateral 
disputes with dollar adjustments in the favor of those counterparties. 

Collateral disputes arise when there is disagreement between 
parties over the value of a derivative position, especially when the 
parties have agreed to post cash collateral based upon the fluctuating 
value of a position in which each holds the opposite side. Ina Drew told 
the Subcommittee that the CIO did not typically have collateral disputes, 
and that “large disputes over $200 million had not happened before” 
2012.™ At their peak in mid-April 2012, the CIO collateral disputes 
involved $690 million.™ 

The collateral disputes were escalated to the attention of Ms. 
Drew.’’^ By April 20, 2012, the CIO had collateral disputes with 10 
different counterparties, involving primarily differences over the prices 
assigned to credit tranche positions.™ On April 20, 2012, Daniel Vaz 
sent an email to the CIO with a subject line “URGENT Huge 
Difference for iTraxx & CDX trades,” asking the CIO to check its 
marks.’’^ The CIO collateral disputes were so large that even JPMorgan 
Chase senior personnel took note. On April 20, 2012, Chief Risk 
Officer John Hogan sent an email to Chief Financial Officer Douglas 
Braunstein stating: “This isn’t a good sign on our valuation process on 
the Tranche book in CIO. I’m going to dig further. 

The largest single dispute involved Morgan Stanley which 
contested credit derivative valuations that it contended were overstated 
by more than $90 million.™' Morgan Stanley told the Subcommittee 


Subcommittee interview of Ina Drew, CIO (12/1 1/2012). 

5/14/2012 email from James Hohl, OCC, to Fred Crumlish, OCC, and others, “May 14 
minutes,” OCC-SPI-00025835 (“At one time widest collateral disputes were $690MM, Morgan 
Stanley difference was once in excess of $120MM. The largest difference was around mid 
April”). 

Subcommittee interview of Ina Drew, CIO (12/1 1/2012). 

See 4/20/2012 email from Mark Demo, JPMorgan Chase, to John Wilmot, CIO, and others, 
“Largest OTC Collateral Call Dispute Report plus Update on Collateral Disputes Reported to 
Supervisors,” JPM-CIO-PSI-H 0000141-146, at 142. 

™ See 4/20/2012 email from Daniel Vaz, JPMorgan Chase, “URGENT ::: Huge Difference for 
iTraxx and CDX trades,” JPM-CIO 0003586-587. 

4/20/2012 email from John Hogan, JPMorgan Chase, to Douglas Braunstein, JPMorgan 
Chase, “Collateral Disputes,” JPM-CIO-PSI-H 0000108. 

’ ' See 5/14/2012 email from James Hohl, OCC, to Fred Crumlish, OCC, and others, “May 14 
minutes,” OCC-SPI-00025835; Morgan Stanley response to Subcommittee questions 
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that the marks it had assigned to the derivative positions in question 
were in line with JPMorgan’s Investment Bank, but diverged 
significantly from the marks used by the CIO.’*^ It explained the 
problem in an email sent to JPMorgan Chase as follows: 

“We completed our initial analysis and it shows two different 
prices used depending if the tranche is done through the CIO 
desk vs the JPM dealer desk. We [Morgan Stanley] have 
significant MTM [mark to market] breaks on positions facing 
the CIO trades whereas trades facing you[r] dealer desk are 
very much in-line.”’*^ 

According to Ina Drew, the large collateral disputes generated a 
series of questions internally about the CIO’s valuation process. She 
told the Subcommittee that Jamie Dimon “felt that one way to find out 
[about the validity of the disputes] was to ask Mr. Macris, Mr. Martin, 
and Mr. Iksil to narrow the bid-offer spreads. Over a period of a few 
days, you should see a narrowing of the disputes. Then we would find 
out if the disputes were real or not.”’*" As the disputes narrowed, it 
meant that the bank’s marks were getting closer to their counterparties’ 
marks (and closer to the midpoints of the bid-offer spreads where the 
values had historically been marked). As shown in the chart below, the 
collateral disputes did narrow in early May, apparently due to a re- 
emphasis on the CIO marks at the request of the bank’s CEO. 


(representing that the largest collateral dispute -with the CIO was in mid-April at approximately 
$90 million); Subcommittee interview of Morgan Stanley (9/25/2012). 

Subcommittee interview of Morgan Stanley (9/25/2012). 

4/20/2012 email from Morgan Stanley to JPMorgan Chase, JPM-CIO 0003603-605. 
Subcommittee interview of Ina Drew, CIO (12/10/2012). 
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Chief Investment Office Collateral Disputes - April 20-May 23, 2012 


Date 

Total of CIO 
Collateral Disputes 

Largest Counterparty 
Difference 

Counterparty of 
Largest Dispute 

74/20/2012™^ 

$ 520 million 

$ 1 15 million 

Morgan Stanley 

05/02/2012™" 

$ 1 82 million 

$ 55 million 

Morgan Stanley 

05/03/2012™’ 

$ 194 million 

$ 57 million 

Morgan Stanley 

05/04/2012'™ 

$ 203 million 

$ 61 million 

Morgan Stanley 

05/07/2012’® 

$ 212 million 

$ 61 million 

Morgan Stanley 

05/08/2012'* 

$ 144 million 

$ 54 million 

Morgan Stanley 

05/09/2012™' 

$ 120 million 

$ 58 million 

Morgan Stanley 

05/10/2012'* 

$ 66 million 

$ 46 million 

Morgan Stanley 

05/11/2012™' 

$ 69 million 

$ 27 million 

Morgan Stanley 

05/14/2012™“' 

$ 156 million 

$ 46 million 

Morgan Stanley 

05/15/2012™" 

$ 152 million 

$ 1 1 0 million 

DBKAG 

05/17/2012'* 

$ 42 million 

$ 27 million 

Morgan Stanley 

05/21/2012™’ 

$ 25 million 

$ 32 million 

Morgan Stanley 

05/23/2012™“ 

($ 29) million 

$ 17 million 

Morgan Stanley 

05/24/2012'™ 

($ 29) million 

$ 17 million 

Morgan Stanley 

05/25/2012““"~~ 

$ 25 million 

$ 39 million 

Morgan Stanley 


Source: JPMorgan Chase and OCC documents cited in the above footnotes. 


See 4/20/2012 email from John Hogan to Douglas Braunstein, JPMorgan Chase, “Collateral 
Disputes,” JPM-CIO 0003597, at 598. The largest disputed position was the iTraxx Main S09 1 0 
^ear 22-100 tranche. 

See 5/6/2012 email from Paul Bates, JPMorgan Chase, to Jamie Dimon, Douglas Braunstein, 
John Hogan, JPMorgan Chase, Ina Drew, CIO, and others, “CIO Credit Collateral differences as 
of COB Thursday 3"*,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0014195. 

Id. 

See 5/7/2012 email from Paul Bates, JPMorgan Chase, to Phil Lewis, CIO, and others, “CIO 
Credit Collateral differences as of COB Friday 4®,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0008878. 

See 5/8/2012 email from Paul Bates, JPMorgan Chase, to Jamie Dimon, Douglas Braunstein, 
John Hogan, JPMorgan Chase, Ina Drew, CIO, and others, “CIO Credit Collateral differences as 
of COB Monday 7®,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0014779. 

See 5/9/2012 email from Hema Coombes, JPMorgan Chase, to Jamie Dimon, Douglas 
Braunstein, John Hogan, JPMorgan Chase, Ina Drew, CIO, and others, “CIO Credit Collateral 
differences as of COB [Tuesjday 8® including 2 day differences against Morgan Stanley,” JPM- 
CIO-PSl-H 0002712-717, 

See 5/10/2012 email from Hema Coombes, JPMorgan Chase, to Jamie Dimon, Douglas 
Braunstein, John Hogan, JPMorgan Chase, Ina Drew, CIO, and others, “CIO Credit Collateral 
differences as of COB Wednesday 9® May,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0014797, 

See 5/1 1/2012 email from Phil Lewis, CIO, to Jamie Dimon, Douglas Braunstein, John 
Hogan, JPMorgan Chase, Ina Drew, CIO, and others, “CIO Credit Collateral differences as of 
COB Thursday 10® May,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0017989. 

See 5/14/2012 email from Phil Lewis, CIO, to Jamie Dimon, Douglas Braunstein, John 
Hogan, JPMorgan Chase, Ina Drew, CIO, and others, “CIO Credit Collateral differences as of 
COB Friday 1 1® May,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0032235. 

See 5/15/2012 email from Phil Lewis, CIO, to Jamie Dimon, Douglas Braunstein, John 
Hogan, JPMorgan Chase, Ina Drew, CIO, and others, “CIO Credit Collateral differences as of 
COB Monday 14® May,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0018281. 

See 5/16/2012 Synthetic Credit Daily Risk Report, OCC-SPl-001 14068, at 11. 

See 5/22/2012 Synthetic Credit Daily Risk Report, OCC-SPI-00089239, at 15. 

™ See 5/23/2012 Synthetic Credit Daily Risk Report, OCC-SPI-00089295, at 18. 

See 5/24/2012 Synthetic Credit Daily Risk Report, OCC-SPl-00088644, at 1 8. Negative 
number implies that JPM marks are too low. Positive number implies that the marks are too high. 
™ See 5/25/2012 Synthetic Credit Daily Risk Report, OCC-SPI-00089351, at 18. Negative 
number implies that JPM marks are too low. Positive number implies that the marks are too high. 
““ See 5/29/2012 Synthetic Credit Daily Risk Report, OCC-SPI-00089407, at 18. 
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Despite the extent and number of these collateral disputes 
generating questions about the CIO’s valuation process in March and 
April 2012, Ms. Drew and other JPMorgan personnel told the 
Subcommittee that the bank remained unaware at that time of the 
deliberate mismarking of the CIO’s books. 

On April 27, 2012, JPMorgan Chase sent its Deputy Chief Risk 
Officer Ashley Bacon to the London CIO office to examine the marks in 
the SCP book. Mr. Bacon told the Subcommittee that, sometime in 
May, he required the CIO to mark its positions at the midpoint and to 
use the same independent service used by the Investment Bank to value 
its derivative positions.*®' This change in valuation methodology erased 
the differences between the CIO and Investment Bank valuations and 
ultimately resolved the collateral disputes with Morgan Stanley and 
other counterparties by the end of May.*®* 

D. Reviewing the SCP Valuations 

The Valuation Control Group (VCG) of the Chief Investment 
Office was charged with reviewing the accuracy of the CIO’s marks at 
both month-end and quarter-end. In April 2012, the CIO VCG 
conducted its regular review of the SCP book as of the last day in 
March.*®^ That same month, the bank conducted a special, four-month 
assessment of the CIO’s P&L figures, from January to April 2012, 
essentially reviewing the VCG’s work. According to the bank, this 
special assessment was performed by “a combination of individuals 
from CIO Finance, the Firm’s internal accounting department, valuation 
experts from the Investment Bank, and others.”*®'' The effort was 
headed by the bank’s Controller, Shannon Warren.*®^ The assessment 
uncovered evidence that the CIO, rather than marking at the midpoint, 
had used more “advantageous” prices, had exceeded some variance 
limits, and used increasingly “aggressive” marks over the course of the 
quarter. It also reported that, by the end of the quarter, the CIO had 
reported $512 million less in losses than it would have reported using 
midpoint prices. At the same time, because the CIO had generally used 
prices that fell within the relevant bid-ask spread for the derivatives 
being valued, the Controller validated the CIO’s quarter-end credit 


Subcommittee interview of John Hogan and Ashley Bacon, JPMorgan Chase (9/4/2012). 

Id. See also Subcommittee interview of Douglas Braunstein, JPMorgan Chase (9/12/2012) 
(Mr. Braunstein: “Ashley Bacon abandoned the traders’ marks in early May because we directed 
them to mark at the mid. The collateral disputes were noise in the markets that could be 
problematic.”). 

See 2013 JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, at 54. 

“id., at 73. 

’ Ms. Warren issued the memorandum summarizing the assessment. See 5/10/2012 JPMorgan 
Chase Controllers special assessment of CIO’s marks, January to April 2012, JPM-CIO 
0003637-654. 
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derivative marks as “consistent with industry practices” and acceptable 
under bank policy, and offered no criticism of its valuation practices. 

VCG Deficiencies. At the time that the VCG conducted its regular 
review of the SCP prices and the Controller’s office conducted its 
special assessment, the CIO VCG itself was under criticism. On March 
30, 2012, JPMorgan Chase’s internal audit group released a report 
criticizing the VCG, noting among other problems that it was using 
unreviewed risk models, unsupported and undocumented pricing 
thresholds, inadequate procedures for evaluating pricing sources, and 
inadequate procedures for requiring reserves. For example, the 
internal audit report rated the following as “Needs Improvement”*”’; 

“CIO VCG practices where a number of risk & valuation 
models have not been reviewed by Model Review Group and 
included the absence of a formally applied price sourcing 
hierarchy, insufficient consideration of potentially applicable 
fair value adjustments (e.g. concentration reserves for 
significant credit indices positions) and the lack of formally 
documented/consistently applied price testing thresholds.”*”* 

With respect to price testing “thresholds,” which determined how much 
a booked value could deviate from a specified midprice, the internal 
audit report concluded that the CIO VCG thresholds had been applied 
“without sufficient transparency or evidence.” It also found that the 
“root cause” of the problems with the CIO VCG’s price testing practices 
was an “insufficient assessment/formalization of certain price testing 
methodologies and poorly documented CIO VCG practices.”*”^ 

The audit report should have encouraged the VCG to conduct a 
more careful review of the CIO valuations at quarter’s end. In addition, 
the CIO itself was experiencing an unusual series of escalating losses 
and an unprecedented amount of collateral disputes, both of which also 
should have raised red flags about the CIO’s valuations and led to a 
more careful review. Adding still more sensitivity was that both the 
VCG quarter-end review and the Controller’s special assessment were 
undertaken in April 2012, just after the whale trades attracted media 
attention and raised multiple concerns within the bank. 


See March 2012 Continuous Audit Quarterly Summary of Global Chief Investment Office 
OCC-SPI-00033688, at 692. 

JPMorgan's internal audit group used three ratings in its reports: Satisfactory, Needs 
Improvement, and Inadequate. “The lattertwo are considered ‘adverse’ ratings.” 2013 
JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, at 55, footnote 69. 

“ March 20 1 2 Continuous Audit Quarterly Summary of Global Chief Investment Office, OCC- 
SPI-00033688, at 692. The internal audit report also noted that the CIO’s London office was 
“using unapproved models in the calculation of risk including VaR,” and that “associated risk 
measurement methodologies ha[d] not been appropriately documented and or catalogued.” Id. 

Id. See also 2013 JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, at 55-56. 
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Controller’s Assessment. The Controller’s office began its work 
reviewing the CIO’s marks in early April 2012. In a late April email 
responding to a bank colleague’s inquiry into the CIO’s valuation 
practices, an analyst described how the CIO had valued the SCP 
positions in March: 

“There were differences between the [CIO] desk and the 
independent marks at month end. The desk marked the book 
at the boundary of the bid/offer spread depending on whether 
the position was long or short. We then applied a tolerance 
to make sure the prices were within tolerance and the 
majority of positions were. We had a small number of 
positions where they fell outside these tolerances and hence 
the adjustment that was passed.”*’® 

In another email, the same analyst wrote: “At March month end the CIO 
FO [front office] marked their book at the most advantageous levels 
based on the positions they held in specific indices and tranches.”*" 
These emails show that, by late April, the Controller’s office was fully 
aware that, in March 2012, the CIO had used the “most advantageous” 
prices “at the boundary” of the relevant bid-ask spread to value its 
derivative positions, and that the CIO prices differed from the values 
being assigned to the same positions by “independent” pricing services. 

As part of its review, the Controller’s office analyzed key credit 
derivative positions in the SCP book during the covered time period. 
Specifically, of the more than 100 credit derivative positions that 
appeared in the SCP book, the Controller’s office selected 18 that were 
present in the portfolio throughout the covered period. For each of those 
18 positions, together with other information, the Controller’s office 
compiled data on the value or “mark” that appeared in the SCP book on 
the last day of each of the relevant months, the corresponding midpoint 
price and price range (bid-ask spread) for that same day, and whether the 
CIO mark - compared to the midpoint price - provided more or less of a 
financial benefit to the SCP book. 

The memorandum summarizing the special review presented the 
data in four charts, each of which presented data on the selected CIO 
marks on the last days in January, February, March, and April. 

Excerpts from three of those charts are presented below, covering the 


“ 4/20/2012 email from Jason Hughes, CIO, to Rory O’Neill, JPMorgan Chase, and others, 
“URGENT ::: Huge Difference for iTraxx & CDX trades,” JPM-CIO 0003582-587, at 586. 

See 4/20/2012 email from Jason Hughes, CIO, to Edward Kastl, JPMorgan Chase, “Credit 
Index and Tranche Book,” JPM-CIO-PSI-H 0006636-639, at 637. 

See 5/10/2012 JPMorgan Chase Controller’s special assessment of CIO’s marks, January to 
April 2012, at 17, JPM-CIO 0003637-654, at 653. These marks do not encompass ail of the 
credit derivative positions in the synthetic credit book. 
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months of January, February, and March 2012. In each chart, the first 
column identifies the relevant credit derivative, and the second column 
presents the relevant CIO daily mark. The next three columns contain 
the extreme low end of the daily price range (bid-ask spread), the 
midpoint price, and the extreme high end of the daily price range (bid- 
ask spread). The sixth column, which the Controller’s office entitled, 
“Benefit,” indicates what type of price (compared to the midpoint) 
would have produced a more favorable financial result for the SCP. 



CIO Marks of 18 Positions as of January 31, 2012 


Credit Default Swap Indices and Tranches 

CIO Mark 

Broker Bid 

Broker Mid Price 

Broker Offer 

Benefit 

CDX.NA.HY 10-15% 808 05 Y 

70.000 

69.625 

70.313 

71.000 

lower price 

CDX.NA.HY 10-15% SIO 07Y 

20.750 

19.700 

20.538 

21.375 

higher price 

CDX.NA.HY 15-25% 810 05Y 

93.375 

92.875 

93.313 

93.750 

higher price 

CDX.NA.HY 15-25% 81 1 05 Y 

86.250 

85.438 

86.063 

86.688 

higher price 

CDX.NA.HY 35-100% 810 05Y 

106.313 

106.170 

106.315 

106.460 

higher price 

CDX.NA.HYIDX811 07Y 

101.000 

100.688 

101.000 

101.313 

higher price 

CDX.NA.HY IDX814 05Y 

100.625 

100.375 

100.625 

100.875 

lower price 

CDX.NA.HY IDX 815 05Y 

100.125 

99.938 

100.125 

100.313 

lower price 

CDX.NA.IG 0-3% 809 05Y 

26.813 

26.460 

26.680 

26.900 

lower price 

CDX.NA.IG 0-3% 809 lOY 

60.750 

60.563 

60.813 

61.063 

higher price 

CDX.NA.IG IDX 809 07Y 

102.000 

101.500 

103.500 

105.500 

lower spread 

CDX.NA.IG IDX 809 lOY 

119.500 

119.000 

120.750 

122.500 

lower spread 

iXraxx.Main 0-3% 809 lOY 

66.563 

66.290 

66.620 

66.950 

higher price 

iTraxx.Main 22-100% 809 07Y 

19.750 

18.160 

19.495 

20.830 

lower spread 

ITraxx.Main 22-100% 809 lOY 

40.000 

39.400 

40.600 

41.800 

lower spread 

iTraxx.Main IDX 809 07Y 

148.500 

146.750 

148.750 

150.750 

lower spread 

iTraxx.Mam IDX 809 lOY 

158.000 

156.500 

158.500 

160.500 

lower spread 

iTraxx.Main IDX 816 05 Y 

143.000 

142.500 

143.000 

143.500 

lower spread 


Source: 5/10/2012 JPMorgan Chase Controller’s special assessment of CIO’s marks, January to April 2012. JPM-CIO 0003637-654, at 653. 



CIO Marks of 18 Positions as of February 29, 2012 


Credit Default Swap Indices and Tranches 

CIO Mark 

Broker Bid 

Broker Mid Price 

Broker Offer 

Benefit 

CDX.NA.HY 10-15% S08 05Y 

89.750 

89.500 

90.000 

90.500 

lower price 

CDX.NA.HY 10-15% SIO 07Y 

17.000 

15.160 

16.245 

17.330 

higher price 

CDX.NA.HY 15-25% SIO 05Y 

95.375 

94.660 

95.120 

95.580 

higher price 

CDX.NA.HY 15-25% SI 1 05 Y 

86.250 

85.660 

86.330 

87.000 

higher price 

CDX.NA.HY 35-100% SIO 05Y 

106.188 

106.000 

106.145 

106.290 

higher price 

CDX.NA.HY IDX SI 1 07Y 

102.000 

101.063 

101.563 

102.063 

higher price 

CDX.NA.HY IDX S 14 05Y 

101.375 

101.250 

101.500 

101.750 

lower price 

CDX.NA.HY IDX S15 05Y 

100.563 

100.313 

100.500 

100.688 

lower price 

CDX.NA.IG 0-3% S09 05Y 

24.188 

23.830 

24.060 

24.290 

higher price 

CDX.NA.IG 0-3% S09 lOY 

59.875 

59.625 

59.853 

60.080 

lower price 

CDX.NA.IG IDX S09 07Y 

92.000 

89.613 

91.813 

93.813 

lower spread 

CDX.NA.IG IDX S09 lOY 

112.500 

111.063 

113.313 

115.563 

lower spread 

iTraxx.Main 0-3% S09 lOY 

66.125 

65.875 

66.138 

66.400 

lower price 

iTraxx.Main 22-100% S09 07 Y 

15.500 

15.250 

16.125 

17.000 

lower spread 

iTraxx.Main 22-100% S09 lOY 

34.500 

34.400 

35.115 

35.830 

lower spread 

iTraxx.Main IDX S09 07Y 

131.750 

130,750 

132.750 

134.750 

lower spread 

iTraxx.Main IDX S09 lOY 

146.750 

144.250 

146.250 

148.250 

lower spread 

iTraxx.Main IDX S16 05Y 

128.250 

126.000 

128.250 

128.500 

lower spread 


Source; 5/10/2012 JPMorgan Chase Controller’s special assessment of CIO’s marks, January to April 2012, JPM-CIO 0003637-654, at 653. 




CIO Marks of 18 positions as of March 31, 2012 


Credit Default Swap Indices and 
Tranches 

CIO Mark 

Broker Bid 

Broker Mid 
Price 

Broker 

Offer 

Benefit 

Month-End CIO Trade 
(date and price)*'^ 

CDX.NA.HY 10-15% SOS 05Y 

91.500 

91.500 

92.000 

92.500 

lower price 

Info not available. 

CDX.NA.HY 10-15% SIO 07Y 

13.125 

10.625 

11.875 

13.125 

higher price 

Info not available. 

CDX.NA.HY 15-25% SIO 05 Y 

93.375 

92.875 

93.125 

93.375 

higher price 

Info not available. 

CDX.NA.HY 15-25% Sll 05Y 

83.750 

82.875 

83.313 

83.750 

higher price 

Info not available. 

CDX.NA.HY 35-100% SIO 05Y 

106.000 

105.625 

105.813 

106.000 

higher price 

Info not available. 

CDX.NA.HY IDXSll 07Y 

102.000 

101.250 

101.625 

102.000 

higher price 

Info not available. 

CDX.NA.HY IDX S14 05 Y 

101.438 

''*'H01.438 

101.688 

101.813 

lower price 

Info not available. 

CDX.NA.HY IDX SI 5 05 Y 

100.500 ' 

100.500 

100.688 

100.875 

lower price 

Info not available. 

CDX.NA.IG 0-3% S09 05Y 

18.375 

17.750 

18.063 

18.375 

higher price 

Info not available. 

CDX.NA.IG 0-3% S09 lOY 

62.750 

62.750 

63.125 

63.500 

lower price 

3/30 m 63.250 

CDX.NA.IG IDX S09 07Y 

88.000 

88.000 

89.500 

91.000 

lower spread 

3/30 (% 90.000 

CDX.NA.IG IDX S09 lOY 

110.750 

110.750 

112.250 

113.750 

lower spread 

3/30 (®, 113.000 

iXraxx.Main 0-3% S09 lOY 

65.875 

65.750 

66.250 

66.625 

lower price 

3/30 (a, 66.375 

iTraxx.Main 22-100% S09 07 Y 

12.000 

12.000 

13.300 

14.500 

lower spread 

3/30 (a 12.750 

iTraxx.Mam 22-100% S09 10 Y 

33.000 

33.000 

34.700 

36.750 

lower spread 

3/30 @ 33.625 

iTraxx.Main IDX S09 07Y 

119.750 

123.250 

127.250 

131.250 

lower spread 

3/30 (a 129.000 

iTraxx.Main IDX S09 lOY 

144.250 

144.250 

147.750 

151.250 

lower spread 

3/30 (a 149.000 

iTraxx.Main IDX S16 05Y 

121.750 

121.250 

121.750 

122.250 

lower spread 

Info not available. 


Source: 5/10/2012 JPMorgan Chase Controller’s special assessment of CIO’s marks, January to April 2012, JPM-CIO 0003637-654, at 653. 


813 


Trades executed by CIO at or near month-end (Friday, March 30, 2012). See JPM-CIO-PSI 0037501. 
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The data in the Controller office’s charts showed that, over the 
course of the first three months of 2012, the CIO changed how it marked 
the value of the 18 positions, moving its marks away from the midpoint 
and closer to the extreme boundaries of the relevant price range. The 
data in the January chart showed, for example, that the CIO marks were 
generally close to the midpoint values. In two cases, however, the CIO 
marks were more than one basis point away from the midpoint price. In 
contrast, the February chart showed that five of the 18 marks, or nearly 
one-third, deviated noticeably from the midpoint prices. In March, the 
chart showed that all 1 8 CIO marks had moved to the extreme 
boundaries of the bid-ask spread. Sixteen of those marks reflected the 
most extreme price within the bid-ask spread; one mark was almost at 
the extreme; and one mark even fell outside the bid-ask spread. In 
addition, every one of the CIO marks that deviated noticeably from the 
midpoint price did so in a way that benefited the SCP book financially. 

To further test the accuracy of the CIO marks, for the month of 
March, the Subcommittee examined whether the CIO had engaged in 
any actual trades involving the 18 listed positions, and added a seventh 
column to the chart with the results. The Subcommittee analysis found 8 
instances in which the CIO executed trades involving the positions 
examined by the VCG. In every case, the CIO executed those trades at 
prices that were noticeably closer to the midpoint prices than to its 
reported marks, even though the stated objective of the CIO’s valuation 
process was to reflect the CIO’s exit prices. The fact that the CIO used 
marks that produced more favorable financial results than if it had used 
its actual exit prices is additional proof that the CIO’s marks did not 
accurately reflect the credit derivatives’ fair value. 

The Controller’s assessment also made it clear that the CIO was 
aware of the financial consequences of its using more favorable prices 
than those at the midpoint. The assessment observed that the CIO had 
calculated that, by using the marks it did, it was able to report half a 
billion dollars in fewer losses at the end of the first quarter: 

“CIO estimated that as of March 3 1, 2012, the sum total of 
the differences between the front office marks and the CIO 
VCG mid market estimates was $512 million before 
adjustment to the boundary of the VCG valuation range . . . 
and $495 million after adjustment.”*''* 

In other words, after finding a $512 million difference between what the 
CIO reported and what would have been reported if the CIO had used 

5/10/2012 JPMorgan Chase Controllers special assessment of CIO’s marks, January to April 
2012, at 9, JPM-CIO 0003637-654, at 645. See also Subcommittee briefing by JPMorgan Chase 
(8/15/2012) (JPMorgan Chase also informed the Subcommittee the CIO marks had varied from 
VCG allowable prices by S30 million in December 2011.). 
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the midpoint prices, the Controller then shaved off $17 million from that 
difference by disallowing certain reported marks that were so extreme 
they fell outside the VCG’s range of permitted deviations from the 
midpoint prices.**^ After changing those marks to reflect the extreme 
edge of the VCG’s allowed valuation range,*’* the Controller’s office 
determined that the CIO’s reported losses were still $495 million less 
than what would have been reported if the book had been marked at the 
midpoint.*’’ 

Internally, two days before it issued the memorandum 
summarizing its assessment, a senior official in the Controller’s office 
confronted the head of the CIO’s equity and credit trading office in 
London about the data showing the CIO had changed the way in which it 
valued the SCP book, providing more favorable marks in March than in 
January.*'* In a telephone conversation, Alistair Webster, head of 
Corporate Accounting Policies for Europe, the Middle East, Africa and 
Asia, had the following exchange with Javier Martin-Artajo: 

Mr. Webster: “So if I look at those back in January, the front 

office marks were all either mid or somewhere, you know, close to 

mid.’’ 

Mr. Martin-Artajo: “Right.” 

Mr. Webster: “That ...” 

Mr. Martin-Artajo: “In terms of conservative and aggressive. 

. . . [TJhat’s what you’re asking?” 

Mr. Webster: “Well, it’s subtly different, subtly different.” 

Mr. Martin-Artajo: “Okay.” 


For a number of credit derivatives, the VCG had established an explicit 'threshold” which 
allowed the CIO mark to deviate from the midpoint price by no more than a specified number of 
basis points. See, e.g., 4/20/20 1 2 email from Edward Kastl, JPMorgan Chase, to Jason Hughes, 
CIO, “Credit Index and Tranche Book,” JPM-CIO-PSI-H 0006636-639, at 636 (noting that the 
accepted deviation for the iTraxx Main Series 9 7-year index was a six-basis-point deviation 
from the midpoint of the relevant bid-ask spread). 

See 5/1 0/2012 JPMorgan Chase Controller’s special assessment of CIO’s marks, January to 
April 2012, at 8, JPM-CIO 0003637-654, at 644 (“If the front office mark is outside the VCG 
valuation range, the position mark is adjusted to the outer boundary of the range.”). 

The bank also determined that the VCG used formulas in its spreadsheets that had not been 
properly vetted, “introduced two calculation errors,” and resulted in the VCG’s understating the 
difference between the VCG mid-prices and the SCP marks. See 2013 JPMorgan Chase Task 
Force Report, at 56. The Controller later increased the amount of unreported losses to $677 
million in July, then reduced that total due to certain price adjustments and the application of a 
liauidity reserve. See 2013 JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, at 55, footnote 68. 

*** See 5/8/2012 recorded telephone conversation between Alistair Webster, JPMorgan Chase, 
and Javier Martin-Artajo, CIO, JPM-CIO-PSI~A 0000164; 5/8/2012 transcript of the same 
recorded telephone conversation, JPM-CIO 0003631-636, at 631-634. 
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Mr. Webster: “But they were, none of them were actually at the 
boundaries of the bid or offer.” 

Mr. Martin-Artajo: “Right.” 

Mr. Webster: “So then when, if we roll forward to March, if the 
front office marks had migrated, not all of them, to the aggressive 
side, most of them, but not all of them to the aggressive side, but 
they’ve also migrated from either mid or somewhere close to being 
at the, you know, the bounds of the bid or offer.” 

Mr. Martin-Artajo: “Yeah, but I think that’s because we were 
trading there. I think that’s because we were trading them, quite 
heavily.” 

Mr. Webster: “In March?” 

Mr. Martin-Artajo: “Yeah, in March.”*’® 

This conversation indicates that, in early May 2012, senior JPMorgan 
Chase personnel viewed the CIO as having changed its valuation 
practices over the course of the first quarter and, in March 2012, used 
“aggressive” prices to minimize its losses. 

Despite this internal exchange and the April 20 emails observing 
that the CIO had marked its book “at the most advantageous levels,” the 
Controller’s assessment contained no mention of a shift in valuation 
methodology or the use of more aggressive marks towards the end of the 
quarter. To the contrary, the assessment concluded that “the CIO 
valuation process is documented and consistently followed period to 
period” and “market-based information and actual traded prices serve as 
the basis for the determination of fair value.”*^° The assessment also 
stated: 


“The Firm believes that its valuation practices in CIO are 
consistent with industry practices for other no-dealer 
investors/managers. CIO, like other non-dealer 


5/8/2012 transcript of recorded telephone conversation between Alistair Webster, JPMorgan 
Chase, and Javier Martin-Artajo, CIO, JPM-CIO 0003631-636 (Mr. Martin-Artajo: “I mean 
are you saying, are you saying that we had a trend at the end of the month to mark a little bit 
towards more, more one side of the bid offer as opposed to the trend that we had at the beginning 
of the year? That’s what you’re saying, right?” Mr. Webster: “Yeah...” Mr. Martin-Artajo: 
“Okay, two things. One is that at the end of March we really traded a lot and second, that, I 
don’t think the traders have that bias to be honest with you. I don’t think so.”). See also 2013 
JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, at 74 (“And, when questioned about the March 30 marks, 
the traders all confirmed that the marks at March 30 reflected their good- faith estimation of the 
positions’ value, and one of them explicitly denied any bias.”). 

5/10/2012 JPMorgan Chase Controller’s special assessment of CIO’s marks, January to April 
2012, at 11, JPM-CIO 0003637-654, at 647. 
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investor/managers, relies more heavily on transaction-level 
data available through its own market activity, and its 
valuation process reflects its exit market and the participants 
in that market.”*^’ 

The last page of the memorandum stated that the bank had shared its 
memorandum with JPMorgan Chase’s outside auditor, 
PricewaterhouseCoopers, which had “concur[red] with the 
conclusions.”*^^ 

On May 9, 2012, the day before the Controller’s memorandum 
summarizing its assessment was released and the bank certified its first 
quarter results and conducted a business update call, the bank met with 
OCC examiners to discuss the SCP.*^^ Representing the bank were 
Chief Financial Officer Douglas Braunstein, General Counsel Stephen 
Cutler, Chief Investment Officer Ina Drew, Chief Risk Officer John 
Hogan, and the head of Corporate & Regulatory Affairs Barry Zubrow. 
At that meeting, among other matters, the bank informed the OCC of the 
CIO’s ongoing collateral disputes relating to SCP valuations. When the 
OCC asked about whether the CIO had mismarked the SCP book, Mr. 
Hogan flatly denied it.*^'' His deputy, Ashley Bacon, told the 
Subcommittee that the collateral disputes led him to investigate the 
marks, and after the bank took away the CIO’s discretion in marking its 
positions so that, instead, its marks aligned with Markit valuation data, 
the disputes were resolved. 

When later asked about the bank’s special assessment of the SCP 
marks, a senior OCC examiner told the Subcommittee that “it was 


5/10/2012 JPMorgan Chase Controller’s special assessment of CIO’s marks, January to April 
2012, at 10, JPM-CIO 0003637-654, at 646. 

Id,, at 647. See also 2013 JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, at 6, 74. 

See 5/10/2012 email from Fred Crumlish, OCC, to Scott Waterhouse, OCC, “Braunstein / 
Cutler call on CIO,” OCC-SPI-0000001 8-020, at 020. 

Subcommittee interview of Michael Kirk, OCC (8/22/2012); Subcommittee interview of Scott 
Waterhouse, OCC (9/17/2012) (when discussing the CIO’s collateral dispute with Morgan 
Stanley, “Hogan told us that there were no problems with the CIO’s marks”). See also 6/29/2012 
email from Michael Kirk, OCC, to Elwyn Wong, Scott Waterhouse, Fred Crumlish, OCC, and 
others, “2'“' Wilmer Hale Call,” OCC-SPI-0007I386-388, at 386 (“Section 1 on Traders is 
damaging to Hogan’s reputation in respect to his interaction with regulators, in my opinion. On 
the very first daily call, Hogan discussed that earlier there had been a large collateral dispute 
with their counterparties. 1 questioned him on how it was resolved and he said JPM eventually 
agreed to the counterparties marks. ... I then followed with a question relating to what I 
described as mismarked books to which Hogan forcefully stated JPM books were not 
mismarked; leaving both Elwyn and me , . . puzzled over how a collateral dispute could be 
resolved by agreeing to the counterparties marks, without admitting your own marks were 
incorrect.”). See also Hogan email from two weeks earlier expressing concern about the CIO 
collateral disputes and CIO valuation process, 4/20/2012 email from John Hogan, JPMorgan 
Chase, to Douglas Braunstein, JPMorgan Chase, “Collateral Disputes,” JPM-CIO 0003597-598, 
at 597 (“This isn’t a good sign on our valuation process on the Tranche book in CIO. I’m going 
to dig further.”). 

Subcommittee interview of John Hogan and Ashley Bacon, JPMorgan Chase (9/4/2012) 
(Ashley Bacon). 



329 


174 

garbage.”*^^ The OCC said that the VCG itself “should have picked up 
the marking issue” during its review of the February valuations, and 
taken action then to stop the aggressive marking practices.*^’ The OCC 
told the Subcommittee that it was clear the CIO traders were “gaming 
the system.”*^* The OCC indicated that, by the end of March, the CIO 
traders were marking virtually all of the SCP positions at the very edge 
of “what they could get away with” and were booking “fictitious 
profits.”*^^ Yet neither the VCG nor the special assessment raised any 
objection to the SCP marks. The OCC disagreed that the SCP marks 
accurately reflected the fair market value of the SCP’s credit derivatives. 

The sole purpose of the Controller’s special assessment was to 
ensure that the CIO was accurately reporting the value of its derivative 
holdings, since those holdings helped determine the bank’s overall 
financial results. As part of its assessment, the Controller approved of 
the CIO’s failing to include $512 million in losses, which would have 
led to a 70% increase in the $719 million in SCP losses that the CIO did 
report.*^® That the Controller concluded that the SCP’s losses could 
legitimately be reported at anywhere between $719 million and $1.2 
billion at the end of March exposes the imprecise, malleable, and 
potentially biased nature of the credit derivative valuation process. 

The same prices upheld by the Controller had been privately 
disparaged by the CIO trader who played a key role in the marking 
process. In March 2012, Bruno Iksil called the SCP marks “idiotic.”*^' 
At another point, he said that his supervisor would have to “decide[ ] 
what we show. [Bjecause me, 1 don’t know anymore.”*^^ That type of 
undisciplined pricing process should not have received the bank’s seal of 
approval. 

The bank’s Controller could have but did not criticize the CIO’s 
valuation process or modify the reported derivative values, based 
upon the change in pricing practices over the quarter, the “aggressive” 
nature of the prices, their failure to reflect the prices used in executed 


^ Subcommittee interview of Michael Kirk, OCC (8/22/2012). 

Subcommittee interview of Elwyn Wong, OCC (8(^0/2012). 

Subcommittee interview of Michael Kirk, OCC (8/22/2012), 

Id. 

JPMorgan Chase later restated its financial results to attribute $660 million in additional 
losses to the SCP by the end of March. See 7/13/2012 “Form 8-K,” JPMorgan Chase & Co., at 
2, http://files.sharehoIder.eom/downloads/ONE/2261741819xOxSl 193125-12- 
301391/19617/filing.pdf. 

3/16/2012 transcript of a recorded telephone conversation between Julien Grout, CIO, and 
Bruno Iksil, CIO, JPM-CIO-PSI-A 0000162. 

3/23/2012 instant messaging session between Bruno Iksil, CIO, and Julien Grout, CIO, JPM- 


CIO 0003515-541, at 541. 

See 5/10/2012 JPMorgan Chase Controllers special assessment of CIO’s marks, January to 
April 2012, at 8, JPM-CIO 0003637-654, at 644 (“aiy difference between front office mark and 
the mid-market price may be adjusted, at CIO VCG’s discretion”). 
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trades, or their role in minimizing the SCP losses. Instead, the bank’s 
Controller found that the CIO’s actions were “consistent with industry 
practices” and acceptable under bank policy.*^'* The Controller’s 
conclusion is all the more perplexing in light of the fact that the original 
authorization for the CIO to trade in derivatives indicated that the CIO 
would follow the Investment Bank’s lead on prices, since it was often a 
market-maker. If the CIO had done so, it would have effectively used 
the midpoint prices, and the price deviation between the CIO and 
Investment Bank would have been effectively eliminated. The 
Controller also failed to note that the CIO was not using the Investment 
Bank’s marks, contrary to the authorizing document, and that the two 
lines of business had very different valuations for the same credit 
derivatives. 

That the bank’s Controller found the SCP valuations permissible 
under bank policy, industry practice, and generally accepted accounting 
principles demonstrates how imprecise and open to manipulation the 
current process is for valuing credit derivatives. The Controller’s 
support for the CIO’s pricing practices, which was further backed by the 
JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, indicates that all of JPMorgan 
Chase’s lines of business are free to use those same derivatives pricing 
practices, without censure.*^’ 

On May 1 1, 2012, the day after the Controller’s assessment was 
issued and JPMorgan Chase disclosed that the SCP’s losses had climbed 
to $2 billion, the SCP reported internally a daily loss of another $570 
million.*^^ That $570 million was the largest single daily loss reported 
by the SCP up to that point in 2012. While it may have reflected 

5/10/2012 JPMorgan Chase Controllers special assessment of CIO’s marks, January to April 
2012, at JPM-CIO-0003646. See also 2013 JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, at 55, 74, 

In its 2013 report, the JPMorgan Chase Task Force did not criticize either the CIO VCG or 
the Controller’s special assessment for upholding the original SCP marks, explaining: 
“Individuals working on the review understood that, although the March 30 trader marks for the 
Synthetic Credit Portfolio were aggressive, they were predominantly within the VCG 
thresholds.” 2013 JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, at 74. See also id., at 55. In other 
words, presuming that the CIO personnel making the marks acted in good faith, the bank viewed 
the SCP marks as acceptable, even though they deviated from the midpoint prices by hundreds of 
millions of dollars and were used to minimize the CIO’s losses. The Task Force found no fault 
with the change in pricing practices over the quarter, the size of the pricing deviation, the use of 
prices at the extreme edge of the bid-ask spread, or the consistent bias in favor of the bank. The 
Task Force did criticize the bank for failing “to ensure that the CIO VCG price-testing 
procedures - a important financial control - were operating effectively,” noting such 
“operational deficiencies” as the VCG’s failure to document its price-testing thresholds and its 
use of time-consuming manual input procedures. Id., at 96-97. See also id., at 55-56. The Task 
Force report also announced formation of a new “CIO Valuation Governance Forum” 
responsible for “understanding and managing the risks arising from valuation activities within 
the CIO and for escalating key issues to a Firm-wide VCF,” established in 2012 to strengthen the 
bank’s valuation activities. Id., at 108. But the report contains no acknowledgement of any of 
the problems inherent in the derivatives valuation process itself which, in the case of the whale 
trades, was easily manipulated to hide substantial losses. 

See OCC spreadsheet, OCC-SPI-00000298, printed as a Subcommittee chart earlier in this 
chapter. Numbers do not reflect restated P&L figures. 
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negative market developments following the bank’s public filing, it is 
also possible the CIO used an inflated mark to take into account the 
$512 million in unreported losses that had been identified in the 
Controller’s assessment. During the May 10 call in which Mr. Dimon 
disclosed the $2 billion loss, he stated that he was “not going to make 
calls every time the number moves around, by $0.5 billion,” and, in 
fact, he did not disclose publicly the next day’s loss, even though it 
increased the SCP’s reported losses after a single day by another 25%. 

In July 2012, JPMorgan Chase restated the SCP’s first quarter losses, 
pushing the $660 million in losses that would have been reported in the 
second quarter back to the first quarter instead. 

Liquidity and Concentration Reserves. Even before completing 
its special assessment of the SCP marks, in April 2012, the bank’s Chief 
Financial Officer increased the CIO’s liquidity reserve fivefold from $33 
million to $ 1 86 million.®^* The bank told the Subcommittee that it 
expanded the reserve, because the SCP had increased holdings of illiquid 
credit derivatives, primarily credit tranches in “off-the run” - or older - 
credit indices. As the CIO CFO John Wilmot explained to Mr. Dimon 
and Mr. Braunstein: 

“Credit Tranche markets have always been considered less 
liquid (compared to Index markets) and Liquidity reserves 
are therefore computed and taken. However, in the past, the 
Liquidity Reserve associated with these 6 Series-9 Tranche 
positions was not taken because their markets were deemed 
sufficiently liquid. The additional +$155 Million Liquidity 
Reserve was taken due to the inclusion of these 6 Series-9 
tranche positions; this reflects the market’s reduced 
liquidity.”*^^ 

When asked about the reserve, CIO head Ina Drew professed not to 
know its purpose. She told the Subcommittee that in December 201 1, a 
“$30 million reserve was taken by finance at year-end against the 
position. I don’t know what kind of reserve it was, exactly. There 
hadn’t been reserves previously. This was probably a liquidity 


5/10/2012 “Business Update Call,” JPMorgan Chase transcript, at 8, 
http://i. mktw.net/_newsimages/pdf/jpm-conference-call.pdf. 

See 5/10/2012 JPMorgan Chase Controller’s special assessment of CIO’s marks, January to 
April 2012, JPM-CIO 0003637-654, at 645-646; 4/13/2012 CIO Valuation Summary Memo, 
March 2012 Month-End Results, OCC-SPI-00021381-388, at 386 (“For March month end the 
level of the Liquidity Reserve, which represents the illiquidity of off-the run positions, was 
$(186.4)mm.”). 

4/9/2012 email from John Wilmot, CIO, to Jamie Dimon and Douglas Braunstein, JPMorgan 
Chase, “Series 9 forward tranche liquidity reserves,” JPM-CIO-PSl 0000960. 

Subcommittee interview of Ina Drew, CIO (9/7/2012). OCC examiner Elwyn Wong told the 
Subcommittee that the $33 million reserve had been a “severe underestimate.” Subcommittee 
interview of Elwyn Wong, OCC (8/20/2012). 
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The CIO’s Valuation Control Group (VCG) had the initial 
responsibility for calculating the CIO’s liquidity and concentration 
reserves and monitoring them to ensure their adequacy, taking into 
account such factors as whether the CIO maintained “significant” or 
“concentrated” positions and did so in markets that were “less liquid.”*'*' 
Mr. Braunstein, by virtue of his position as Chief Financial Officer, had 
the responsibility for approving the establishment and size of the 

842 

reserves. 

Liquidity and concentration reserves have a direct impact on 
financial results, since they subtract, dollar for dollar, from reported 
revenues. The size of the SCP reserve would, thus, presumably be of 
interest to CIO and bank management, since it would reduce the CIO 
and bank’s reported revenues. The fivefold increase in the SCP’s 
liquidity reserve in April 20 1 2, for example, would have increased the 
CIO’s losses by more than $150 million. 

When the OCC was asked about the SCP liquidity reserve, one 
OCC examiner told the Subcommittee that even the increased amount in 
April 2012 was “wholly inadequate,” noting that the reserve had risen to 
“over $700 million” by August 2012.*“^ Another OCC examiner noted 
that the bank had not set up any “concentration reserve” for the SCP, 
even though the SCP held highly concentrated positions, including over 
$80 billion in one credit index.*'*'* 

E. Admitting the Mismarking 

Sometime in May 2012, after the memorandum summarizing the 
Controller’s special assessment was issued, JPMorgan Chase’s Chief 
Market Risk Officer Ashley Bacon ordered the CIO to begin using the 
Markit independent pricing service to value its credit derivatives.*'*^ 

That change meant that CIO derivative positions would generally be 
valued at or near the midpoint in the relevant bid-ask spread. It also 
meant that the CIO could no longer manipulate its marks to minimize its 
losses. 


5/21/2010 CIO-VCG Procedure: Valuation Process, OCC-SPI-00052685, at 6. 

See 4/6/2012 email from Douglas Braunstein, JPMorgan Chase, to Jamie Dimon, JPMorgan 
Chase, ‘ToUow up,” JPM-CIO 0000547 (proposing $155 million increase in SCP liquidity 
reserve due to less liquid market for IG9 credit tranches). See also 4/6/2012 email from John 
Wilmot, CIO, to Jamie Dimon and Douglas Braunstein, JPMorgan Chase, copy to Ina Drew, 
CIO, “synthetic credit tranche reserve,” JPM-CIO 0000576; 4/9/2012 email from John Wilmot, 
CIO, to Douglas Braunstein and Jamie Dimon, JPMorgan Chase, “Series 9 tranche liquidity 
reserves,” JPM-CIO 0000987; Subcommittee interview of Elwyn Wong, OCC (8/20/2012). 

Subcommittee interview of Michael Kirk, OCC (8/22/2012). 

Subcommittee interview of Elwyn Wong, OCC (8/20/2012). 

Subcommittee interview of John Hogan and Ashley Bacon, JPMorgan Chase (9/4/2012) 
(Ashley Bacon). 
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The bank told the Subcommittee that, due in part to the 
Controller’s special assessment in May, it had viewed the SCP marks as 
acceptable, even though they deviated by half a billion dollars from the 
relevant midpoint prices. The bank told the Subcommittee that its view 
of the marks did not change until early June, when the internal 
investigation being conducted by the JPMorgan Chase Task Force began 
reviewing CIO recorded telephone calls and listened to the traders 
criticizing the very marks they were reporting.*'*^ Michael Cavanagh, 
the Task Force head, told the Subcommittee that he was convinced the 
traders thought they had a winning trading strategy, viewed the market 
as “wrong” in how it was valuing the SCP credit derivative positions, 
and believed the SCP positions would recover their value. He also 
indicated that he was convinced that the London CIO personnel, with 
varying degrees of culpability, had deliberately mismarked the value of 
the SCP positions.*''’ In its 2013 report, the JPMorgan Chase Task 
Force wrote: “From at least mid-March through at least March 30, the 
traders did not provide good-faith estimates of the exit prices for all the 
positions in the Synthetic Credit Portfolio.”*'’* 

On July 13, 2012, JPMorgan Chase & Co., the holding company 
for JPMorgan Chase Bank, reported that it was restating its first quarter 
2012 financial results and reduced the bank’s previously-reported total 
net revenue by $660 million, *'’’ an amount which it said fell to $459 
million after taxes. The bank blamed the reduced earnings on 
inappropriate SCP valuations by the CIO: 

“JPMorgan Chase & Co. . . . restated its previously-filed 
interim financial statements for the quarterly period ended 
March 3 1, 2012. The restatement related to valuations of 
certain positions in the synthetic credit portfolio held by the 
Firm’s Chief Investment Office (‘CIO’) and reduced the 
Firm’s reported net income by $459 million for the three 
months ended March 31, 2012.”*^® 

JPMorgan Chase told the Subcommittee that the decision to restate 
its financial results was a difficult one, since neither $660 million nor 
$459 million was clearly a “material” amount for the bank.*^' In 
addition, the bank told the Subcommittee that the valuations used by the 


Subcommittee interview of Michael Cavanagh, JPMorgan Chase (12/12/2012). See also 2013 
JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, at 75, 89. 

Subcommittee interview of Michael Cavanagh, JPMorgan Chase (12/12/2012). 

2013 JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, at 89. 

7/13/2012 “Form 8-K,” JPMorgan Chase & Co., at 2, 
http://files.shareholder.com/downloads/ONE/2261 741 8I9x0xS 11931 25-12- 
30i391/19617/filing.pdf. 

JPMorgan Chase & Co. 1 0-Q filing with the SEC for the second quarter of 20 1 2, at 4, 
http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/19617/QQQ001961712QQQ264/iDm-2012Q63Q10q.htm . 

Subcommittee interview of Michael Cavanagh, JPMorgan Chase (12/12/2012). 
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CIO did not, on their face, violate bank policy or GAAP, because the 
CIO had generally used prices that fell within the bid-ask spread to value 
its credit derivative positions.*^^ The bank told the Subcommittee that it 
finally decided, however, that the telephone calls, instant messages, and 
emails indicated that the London CIO personnel had not acted in “good 
faith” when selecting prices for the SCP positions, and so the SCP 
valuations had to be revised.*^^ 

Ina Drew resigned on May 13, 2012. On July 12, 2012, the day 
before the restatement was announced, the bank sent termination letters 
to Achilles Macris, Javier Martin- Artajo, and Bruno Iksil. Mr. Martin- 
Artajo’s letter included the following explanation for his termination: 

“During March and April 2012, when the Book began to 
show significant losses, you directed Bruno Iksil and/or 
Julien Grout to show modest daily losses in the marking of 
the Book rather than marking the Book in a manner 
consistent with the standard policies and procedures of JP 
Morgan Chase & Co ... and/or to provide daily profit and 
loss reports that would show a long-term trend in the value of 
the Book’s positions that did not necessarily reflect the exit 
price for those positions under the Firm’s standard policies 
and procedures.”*^'* 

Bruno Iksil’s termination letter included a similar explanation: 

“During March and April 2012, when the Book began to 
show significant losses, you received or were aware of 
instructions from Javier Martin-Artajo (i) to show modest 
daily losses in the marking of the Book rather than marking 
the Book in a manner consistent with the standard policies 
and procedures of JP Morgan Chase & Co ... and/or (ii) to 
provide daily profit and loss reports that would show a long- 
term trend in the value of the Book’s positions that did not 
necessarily reflect the exit price for those positions under the 
Firm’s standard policies and procedures. You complied with, 
or permitted the compliance by Julien Grout with, such 
instructions in whole or in part with the result that there was 
a significant divergence between values under the Firm’s 


Id. See also 5/10/2012 JPMorgan Chase Controller’s special assessment of CIO’s marks, 
January to April 2012, at 10, JPM-CIO 0003637-654, at 646 (“CIO book marks on individual 
positions were generally within the bid offer spread.”); 2013 JPMorgan Chase Task Force 
Report, at 6, 55, 74. 

Subcommittee interview of Michael Cavanagh, JPMorgan Chase (12/12/2012). See also 2013 
JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, at 7-8, 89. 

7/12/2012 letter from JPMorgan Chase to Javier Martin-Artajo, CIO, JPM-CIO-PSI-H 
0002744-745, at 744. 
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standard policies and procedures in the Book’s stated 

value.”®^^ 

The bank told the Subcommittee that it did not terminate Julien Grout at 
the time, because it wanted to consider whether, as a junior trader, he 
had been coerced into marking the SCP book improperly.®^® Mr. Grout 
later resigned from the bank in December 2012. 

F. Analysis 

While JPMorgan Chase has essentially conceded that the CIO 
mismarked the SCP book to hide losses, it has chosen to rest its analysis 
on the subjective intent of the traders involved with the mismarking, 
rather than on the objective evidence. That evidence shows that the CIO 
had changed its valuation practices over time, began using more 
favorable marks than the midpoint prices in ways that consistently 
benefited the bank, and used those more favorable prices to avoid 
reporting hundreds of millions of dollars in losses over a three-month 
period. The CIO’s mismarking was also evident from the hundreds of 
millions of dollars in collateral disputes it had with its counterparties, 
including JPMorgan Chase Investment Bank. 

Detecting the mismarking of derivatives does not require analysis 
of a person’s subjective opinions; it requires analysis of the marks 
themselves to determine the extent to which they deviate from the 
midpoint prices and the extent to which that deviation benefits the 
financial institution marking the values. Calculating those two objective 
factors is not only possible, but provides a cost-effective option for bank 
managers and regulators to exercise better oversight of the derivative 
valuation process. 

While JPMorgan Chase has admitted the misconduct of the CIO 
personnel engaged in the mismarking, it has yet to acknowledge the 
deficiencies in the SCP pricing reviews eonducted by the VCG and 
Controller’s offices. These reviews failed to use the objective 
information at hand to expose the SCP’s mismarking, to condemn the 
CIO’s use of overly favorable derivative prices to minimize losses, and 
to prohibit other bank business lines from engaging in similar derivative 
valuation practices. Instead, the bank expressed support for the two 
internal reviews that upheld the CIO’s pricing practices. By failing to 
provide any criticism of those reviews, the bank has essentially signaled 
that its businesses can continue to game derivative prices, as long as they 
select prices from the daily bid-ask spread and disguise their motives. 

7/12/2012 letter from JPMorgan Chase to Bruno Iksil, CIO, JPM-CIO-PSI-H 0002740-741, at 
740. See also 7/12/2012 letter from JPMorgan Chase to Achilles Maoris, CIO, JPM-CIO-PSI~H 
0002742-743, at 742. 

Subcommittee interview of Michael Cavanagh, JPMorgan Chase (12/12/2012) (Harry Weiss). 
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That troubling message should be counteracted with a clear policy 
statement prohibiting the gaming of derivative values to benefit the 
bank. 


Given the ongoing importance of derivative holdings in large, 
federally insured financial institutions, strengthening the derivative 
valuation process is essential, including through improved oversight 
measures to detect and stop mismarking and stronger policies that 
prohibit the gaming of derivative valuations. 
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V. DISREGARDING RISK 

In contrast to JPMorgan Chase’s reputation for best-in-class risk 
management, the whale trades exposed a bank culture in which risk limit 
breaches were routinely disregarded, risk metrics were frequently 
criticized or downplayed, and risk evaluation models were targeted by 
bank personnel seeking to produce artificially lower capital 
requirements. 

The CIO used five key metrics and limits to gauge and control the 
risks associated with its trading activities, including a Value-at-Risk 
(VaR) limit, Credit Spread Widening 01 (CSOl) limit. Credit Spread 
Widening 10% (CSW10%) limit, stress loss limits, and stop loss 
advisories. During the first three months of 2012, as the CIO traders 
added billions of dollars in complex credit derivatives to the Synthetic 
Credit Portfolio, the SCP trades breached the limits on all five of the risk 
metrics. In fact, from January 1 through April 30, 2012, CIO risk limits 
and advisories were breached more than 330 times. 

In January 2012, the SCP breached the VaR limit for both the CIO 
and the bank as a whole. That four-day breach was reported to the 
bank’s most senior management, including CEO Jamie Dimon. In the 
same month, the SCP repeatedly breached the Credit Spread 01 (CSOl) 
risk limit, exceeding the limit by 100% in January, by 270% in early 
February, and by more than 1,000% in mid-April. In February 2012, a 
key risk metric known as the Comprehensive Risk Measure (CRM) 
warned that the SCP risked incurring a yearly loss of $6.3 billion, but 
that projection was dismissed at the time by CIO personnel as 
“garbage.” In March 2012, the SCP repeatedly breached the Credit 
Spread Widening 10% (CSW10%) risk limit, as well as certain stress 
loss limits signaling possible losses in adverse market conditions, 
followed by stop loss advisories that were supposed to set a ceiling on 
how much money a portfolio was allowed to lose over a specified period 
of time. Concentration limits that could have prevented the SCP from 
acquiring outsized positions were absent at the CIO despite being 
commonplace for the same instruments at JPMorgan Chase’s Investment 
Bank. 

The SCP’s many breaches were routinely reported to JPMorgan 
Chase and CIO management, risk personnel, and traders. The breaches 
did not, however, spark an in-depth review of the SCP or require 
immediate remedial actions to lower risk. Instead, the breaches were 
largely ignored or ended by raising the relevant risk limit. 

In addition, CIO traders, risk personnel, and quantitative analysts 
frequently attacked the accuracy of the risk metrics, downplaying the 
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riskiness of credit derivatives and proposing risk measurement and 
model changes to lower risk results for the Synthetic Credit Portfolio. In 
the case of the VaR, after analysts concluded the existing model was too 
conservative and overstated risk, an alternative CIO model was hurriedly 
adopted in late January 2012, while the CIO was in breach of its own 
and the bankwide VaR limit. The CIO’s new model immediately lowered 
the SCP’s VaR by 50%, enabling the CIO not only to end its breach, but 
to engage in substantially more risky derivatives trading. Months later, 
the bank determined that the model was improperly implemented, 
requiring error-prone manual data entry and incorporating formula and 
calculation errors. On May 10, the bank backtracked, revoked the new 
VaR model due to its inaccuracy in portraying risk, and reinstated the 
prior model. 

In the case of the bank’s CRM risk metric and model, CIO 
quantitative analysts, traders, and risk managers attacked it for 
overstating risk compared to their own far more optimistic analyses. 

The CIO’s lead quantitative analyst also pressed the bank’s quantitative 
analysts to help the CIO set up a system to categorize the SCP’s trades 
for risk measurement purposes in a way designed to produce the 
“optimal” - meaning lowest - Risk Weighted Asset total. The CIO 
analyst who pressed for that system was cautioned against writing about 
it in emails, but received sustained analytical support in his attempt to 
construct the system and artificially lower the SCP’s risk profile. 

The head of the CIO’s London office, Achilles Macris, once 
compared managing the Synthetic Credit Portfolio, with its massive, 
complex, moving parts, to flying an airplane. The OCC Examiner-in- 
Charge at JPMorgan Chase told the Subcommittee that if the Synthetic 
Credit Portfolio were an airplane, then the risk metrics were the flight 
instruments. In the first quarter of 2012, those flight instruments began 
flashing red and sounding alarms, but rather than change course, 
JPMorgan Chase personnel disregarded, discounted, or questioned the 
accuracy of the instruments instead. The bank’s actions not only 
exposed the many risk management deficiencies at JPMorgan Chase, but 
also raise systemic concerns about how many other financial institutions 
may be disregarding risk indicators and manipulating models to 
artificially lower risk measurements and capital requirements. 

A. Background 

Until news of the synthetic credit derivative trading losses broke in 
April 2012, JPMorgan Chase was widely regarded as having among the 
best risk management practices in the financial industry. The bank had 
consistently outperformed its peers during periods of economic turmoil. 
As CEO, Jamie Dimon developed a reputation as a “risk-averse manager 
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who demands regular and exhaustive reviews of every comer of the 
bank.”*^^ During the financial crisis, government officials, investors, 
and depositors alike viewed JPMorgan Chase as a safe harbor in the 
storm. In 2008, bank regulators brokered JPMorgan Chase acquisitions 
of Washington Mutual and Bear Steams as those institutions failed.®^® 
While JPMorgan Chase accepted $25 billion in bailout funds during the 
crisis, it was among the first of the banks to fully repay the loans. In 
2009, during the worst recession in generations, JPMorgan Chase’s 
performance was buoyed by more than $I billion in profits from the 
Synthetic Credit Portfolio. 

When word broke of hundreds of millions of dollars in CIO losses 
due to high risk synthetic credit derivatives trading, questions 
immediately focused on JPMorgan Chase’s risk management practices. 
At a hearing before the Senate Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs 
Committee in June 2012, Mr. Dimon admitted to risk management 
failures: 

“CIO’s strategy for reducing the synthetic credit portfolio 
was poorly conceived and vetted. In hindsight, the CIO 
traders did not have the requisite understanding of the new 
risk they took. The risk limits for the synthetic credit 
portfolio should have been specific to that portfolio and much 
more granular, i.e. only allowing lower limits of risk on each 
specific risk being taken. CIO particularly, the synthetic 
credit portfolio should have gotten more scmtiny from both 
senior management, and I include myself in that, and the firm 
wide risk control function.’’*^' 

Later in the same hearing, in response to a question by Committee 
Chairman Tim Johnson about specific risk limits, Mr. Dimon stated: 

“CIO had its own limits around credit risk and exposure. At 
one point, in March, some of those limits were triggered. 


“House of Dimon Marred by CEO Complacency Over Unit's Risk,” Bloomberg . Erik 
Schatzker et al. (6/12/2012), http://www.bloomberg,coni/news/2012-06-12/house-of-dimon- 
marred-by-ceo-complacency-over-unit-s-risk,html. 

See, e.g., “JPMorgan Chase & Company.” New York Times . (Updated 11/16/2012), 
http://topics.nytimes.com/top/news/business/companies/morgan_j_p_chase_and_company/index. 
html. 

Id.; “JPMorgan and 9 Other Banks Repay TARP Money,” New York Times . Dealbook 
(6/17/2009), http://dealbook.nytimes.eom/2009/06/17/jpmorgan-repays-treasury-as-tarp-exits- 
continue/. 

See 6/21/2012 “CIO Compensation - Revenue to Compensation Historical Lookback,” JPM- 
CIO-PSI-H 0002746, at 749. 

Testimony of Jamie Dimon, Chairman & CEO, JPMorgan Chase & Co., “A Breakdown in 
Risk Management: What Went Wrong at JPMorgan Chase?” before the U.S. Senate Committee 
on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs, S. Hrg. 112-715 (June 13, 2012), 
http://www.cq-com7doc/congressionaltranscripts-4105471. 
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The CIO at that point did ask the traders to reduce taking risk 
and [Ms. Drew] started to look very heavily into the area 
which would be the proper thing to do, sometimes triggers on 
limits do get hit. And what should happen afterwards is 
people focus on it, think about it, and decide what to do about 


While it may be true that additional risk limits and greater scrutiny 
from senior management would have helped, Mr. Dimon’s testimony 
belles the fact that the Synthetic Credit Portfolio did, in fact, cause 
multiple breaches of both CIO and bankwide risk limits during the first 
three months of 2012. Senior management, at times including Mr. 
Dimon, were notified of those breaches but did not initiate an effective 
investigation into the nature of the risk facing the bank. Despite 
JPMorgan Chase’s reputation for careful risk management, in the case of 
the CIO losses, the warning signs were clear, but they were disregarded 
or rationalized. Even Mr. Dimon acknowledges that it was not until 
March that the CIO instructed the traders to stop taking on additional 
positions. 

The Chief Investment Office, which managed a $350 billion 
investment portfolio consisting, in part, of federally insured deposits, 
had an inadequate risk management function. The CIO did not have a 
Chief Risk Officer until far too late, and even before then the senior- 
most risk officer viewed it as his responsibility merely to observe and 
report risk, not to lower it. The person most responsible for managing 
the CIO’s risk profile. Chief Investment Officer Ina Drew, was afforded 
great deference by Mr. Dimon and the bank’s operating committee.*^^ 
Inside her office, the traders were much more influential than the risk 
managers. At the same time, policing risk conflicted with her interest in 
generating gains. 

The bank’s reliance on Ms. Drew to police risk within the CIO was 
so excessive that some senior risk personnel first became aware of the 
CIO’s outsized synthetic credit positions from the media. John Hogan, 
the bank’s Chief Risk Officer, for example, told the Subcommittee that 
the articles about the “London Whale,” which first appeared on April 6, 
2012, surprised him.*®"* Mr. Hogan said that the Synthetic Credit 
Portfolio was not on his radar in an “alarming way” prior to that date.*®^ 
It speaks volumes that the financial press became aware of the CIO’s 
risk problems before JPMorgan Chase’s Chief Risk Officer. 


862 jd 

Subcommittee interviews of Jamie Dimon, JPMorgan Chase (9/1 9/2012) and Michael 
Cavanagh, JPMorgan Chase (12/12/2012). See also 2013 JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, at 
22 . 

Subcommittee interview of John Hogan and Ashley Bacon, JPMorgan Chase (9/4/2012). 

Id. 



341 


186 


While the bank’s Chief Risk Officer was apparently left in the 
dark, by April 2012, senior CIO management was well aware that the 
Synthetic Credit Portfolio had lost money on most days during the first 
quarter of the year, had cumulative losses of at least $719 million, and 
had massively increased the portfolio size with tens of billions of dollars 
of new synthetic credit positions threatening additional losses. Ms. 
Drew was so concerned that on March 23, she had ordered the traders to 
stop trading. Yet in the week following publication of the “London 
Whale” articles, Mr. Dimon, Mr. Hogan, Chief Financial Officer 
Douglas Braunstein, and others, gave the impression that the press 
reports were overblown. On the bank’s April 13 quarterly earnings call, 
Mr. Dimon referred to the press accounts as a “complete tempest in a 
teapot,”*®^ and Mr. Braunstein stated that the bank was “very 
comfortable with our positions.”*^^ Those statements did not reflect the 
magnitude of the problems in the Synthetic Credit Portfolio. Mr. Dimon 
publicly withdrew his comment a month later.®*® 

Prudent regulation of the U.S. financial system depends in part on 
understanding how a small group of traders in the London office of a 
global bank renowned for stringent risk management were able to 
purchase such a large volume of synthetic credit derivatives that they 
eventually led to losses of more than $6 billion. This case study 
elucidates the tension between traders and risk managers. Traders are 
incentivized to be aggressive and take on significant risk. Risk 
managers are supposed to be a voice of caution, limiting and reigning in 
that risk. Just because trading strategies sometimes succeed does not 
mean they are prudent. Bad bets sometimes pay off, and it is easy to 
confound profits with successful trading strategies. At the CIO, initial 
success in high risk credit derivative trading contributed to complacent 
risk management, followed by massive losses. 

CIO synthetic credit traders were able to take on positions of 
enormous risk because, despite its reputation, JPMorgan Chase’s Chief 
Investment Office lacked adequate risk management. The risk metrics 
that were in place at the CIO were sufficient to limit, if not prevent 
entirely, the losses to the bank caused by the Synthetic Credit Portfolio, 
had they been heeded. Understanding the risk management failures at 
JPMorgan Chase’s CIO requires an analysis of its risk management 


See 4/13/2012 “Edited Transcript JPM - Q1 JPMorgan Chase & Co. Earnings Conference 
Call,” at 1 0, JPM-CIO-PSI 0001151. 

Id., at 7. 

See 5/10/2012 “Business Update Call,” JPMorgan Chase transcript, at 2, 
http://i.mktw.net/_newsimages/pdf/jpm.K:onference-cal!.pdf (Mr. Dimon: “But in hindsight, the 
new strategy was flawed, complex, poorly reviewed, poorly executed and poorly monitored. The 
portfolio has proven to be riskier, more volatile and less effective [an] economic hedge than we 
thought.”). 
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structure, risk personnel, and why specific risk metrics in place at the 
time of the trades were disregarded. 

B. Risk Management Structure at CIO 

JPMorgan Chase provides a broad overview of its risk 
management practices in its Annual Report. The 2011 Annual Report 
describes risk management at the firm in the following way: 

“Risk Management operates independently of the lines of 
businesses to provide oversight of firmwide risk management 
and controls, and is viewed as a partner in achieving 
appropriate business objectives. Risk Management 
coordinates and communicates with each line of business 
through the line of business risk committees and chief risk 
officers to manage risk. The Risk Management function is 
headed by the Firm’s Chief Risk Officer, who is a member of 
the Firm’s Operating Committee and who reports to the Chief 
Executive Officer and is accountable to the Board of 
Directors, primarily through the Board’s Risk Policy 
Committee. The Chief Risk Officer is also a member of the 
line of business risk committees. Within the Firm’s Risk 
Management function are units responsible for credit risk, 
market risk, country risk, private equity risk and operational 
risk, as well as risk reporting, risk policy and risk technology 
and operations. Risk technology and operations is 
responsible for building the information technology 
infrastructure used to monitor and manage risk.”® ’ 

JPMorgan Chase maintained a number of bankwide risk limits as 
well as risk limits for each major business unit. Bankwide risk limits 
were set by the bank s CEO and CRO, and were regularly discussed 
with the Risk Policy Committee of the Board of Directors.®^' The 
business unit risk limits were developed by each unit’s head and risk 
management personnel,®^^ in consultation with the bank’s Chief Risk 
Officer.®^^ The CIO’s limits depended on overall firm risk appetite as 
well as its own mandate, which required a dialogue between the CIO 


3/30/2012, '‘2011 Annual Report,” JPMoigan Chase publication, at 125, 
http://files.sharehoIder.coni/downioads/ONE/1839748086x0x556139/75b4bd59-02e7-4495- 
a84c-06e0bl9d6990/JPMC_201 l_annual_report_conipIete.pdf. 

3/2012 presentation prepared by JPMorgan Chase entitled “Market Risk Limits,” at 12, OCC- 
SPI-00n7682. 

Subcommittee interview of John Hogan and Ashley Bacon, JPMorgan Chase (9/4/2012). See 
also 3/20/2012 Directors Risk Policy Committee meeting minutes for JPMorgan Chase, JPM- 
CIO-PSI-0013563. 

3/2012 presentation prepared by JPMorgan Chase entitled “Market Risk Limits,” at 12, OCC- 
SPI-00117682. 

Subcommittee interview of Peter Weiiant^ CIO (8/29/2012). 
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and firm managers.*’'* Risk limits were a topic of discussion at the 
CIO’s annual “Business Review,” a formal meeting attended by top 
executives of the bank and CIO.*’^ The CIO’s 2012 Business Review 
was held in February and attended by Mr. Dimon, Mr. Braunstein, Mr. 
Zubrow, and Mr. Hogan, as well as Ms. Drew, Mr. Goldman, Mr. 
Maoris, and Mr. Wilmot.*’* 

For both the bank and its business units, risk limits were 
categorized as either Level 1 or Level 2 limits. Breaches of Level 1 
limits were viewed as more serious. According to a March 2012 
JPMorgan Chase presentation on market risk limits, the “[CIO] Risk 
Committee reviews Level 1 and Level 2 limits for each business on a 
monthly basis.”*” When Level 1 firm limits were breached, the firm 
Operating Committee was notified by email. Changes in or waivers of 
bankwide Level 1 limits required the approval of the CEO and CRO. 
Changes in or waivers of a business unit’s Level 1 limits also required 
the approval of the unit head and its CRO.*’* For example, the 
bankwide lOQ VaR limit was a Level 1 limit; its waiver or adjustment 
required Mr. Dimon’s approval.*’^ The CIO lOQ VaR limit was a Level 
1 limit inside the CIO; its waiver or adjustment required the approval of 
Ina Drew.**” 

Documents obtained by the Subcommittee indicate that, in theory, 
breaches of Level 1 and Level 2 risk limits - “excessions” in the bank’s 
parlance - required immediate remedial action. A March 2012 
JPMorgan Chase presentation provided to the OCC, for example, 
outlines the actions that were supposedly mandatory when those risk 
limits were breached. It states that, for breaches of Level 1 and Level 2 
limits: “Business unit must take immediate steps toward reducing the 


Subcommittee interview of Michael Cavanagh, JPMorgan Chase (12/12/2012). 

Subcommittee interview of John Hogan and Ashley Bacon, JPMorgan Chase (9/4/2012). 

2/2012 presentation prepared by JPMorgan Chase entitled “CIO February 2012 Business 
review,” at 1, JPM-CIO-PSI 0001940, at 942. 

3/2012 presentation prepared by JPMorgan Chase entitled, “Market Risk Limits,” at 1, OCC- 
SPI-00n7682. 

™ Id., at 13. 

Subcommittee interview of Jamie Dimon, JPMorgan Chase (9/19/2012). 

See also 2013 JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, at 75-76 (describing the CIO’s risk limit 
policy: “The three categories of risk metrics applicable to CIO were VaR, stress, and non- 
statistica! credit-spread widening metrics (Credit Spread Basis Point Value (‘CSBPV’) and CSW 
10%). Pursuant to Firm policy, each of these metrics was subject to certain limits. Limits are 
classified by type, as Level 1 , Level 2, or ‘threshold.’ A limit’s type determines who is 
responsible for approving the limit, who receives notice of any excessions, and who within the 
Firm is responsible for approving any increases. The CIO Global 10-Q VaR and CIO stress 
limits were Level 1 limits, while the CIO CSBPV and CSW 10% limits were Level 2 limits. Any 
excessions of Level 1 or Level 2 limits had to be reported to the signitories to the limit, the risk 
Committee for the line of business, and the Market Risk Committee or Business Control 
Committee for the line of business. Under Firm policy, all cxccssion notifications should include 
(1) a description of the limit excess, (2) the amount of the limit, (3) the exposure value (/.a. the 
amount by which the limit has been exceeded) and the percentage by which the limit has been 
exceeded, and (4) the number of consecutive days the limit has been exceeded.”). 
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exposure to be within the limit, unless a One-off Approval is granted by 
all Grantors and Grantees of limits.”**' JPMorgan Chase’s 2011 Annual 
Report states: “Limit breaches are reported in a timely manner to senior 
management and the affected line-of-business is required to reduce 
trading positions or consult with senior management on the appropriate 
action.”**^ 

In practice, the hank told the Subcommittee that its risk metrics 
were intended to act, not as ironclad limits, but as guidelines and red 
flags. Mr. Dimon told the Subcommittee that a breach in a risk “limit” 
was intended to lead to a conversation about the situation, not to an 
automatic freeze or unwinding of positions.**^ The CIO used the same 
approach. If a risk limit were breached, CIO traders were expected to 
express a view about the risk in the portfolio and what should be done, 
but not to immediately reduce the portfolio’s holdings to end the 
breach.**'' 

Over the course of 201 1 and 2012, the SCP breached every risk 
limit that the Subcommittee examined, but none of those breaches led to 
an analysis of whether the portfolio was engaged in overly risky trading 
activities. Instead, CIO personnel, including Javier Martin-Artajo, head 
of the CIO’s equity and credit trading operation and the first line 
manager of the SCP, repeatedly challenged and downplayed the 
significance, validity, and relevance of the various metrics used to 
quantify the risk in the SCP.**’ Ms. Drew and Mr. Macris held Mr. 
Martin-Artajo in high regard, and put a great deal of confidence in his 
analysis.**’ The CIO’s risk personnel did not express a countervailing 


With hindsight, the JPMorgan Chase Task Force provided this 
negative assessment of the CIO’s risk management structure: 


See, e.g., 3/2012 presentation prepared by JPMorgan Chase entitled, “Market Risk Limits,” at 
13, OCC-SPI-001176S2. 

3/30/2012, “201 1 Annual Report,” JPMorgan Chase publication, at 162, 
http://files.shareholder,com/downloads/ONE/l 839748086x0x5561 3 9/75b4bd59-02e7-4495- 
a84c'06e0bl9d6990/JPMC_201 l_annual_report_complete.pdf. See also 2013 JPMorgan Chase 
Task Force Report, at 76 (describing how the CIO was supposed to respond to risk limit 
breaches: “Excessions are addressed differently depending on type, but in the event of ‘active 
limit excess,’ which occurs when a business unit exceeds its own limit, the business unit ‘must 
take immediate steps to reduce its exposure so as to be within the limit,’ unless a ‘one-off 
approval’ is granted. A ‘one-off approval’ refers to a temporary increase for a limited period of 
time; it must be provided by the persons who were responsible for setting the original limit.”). 

Subcommittee interview of Jamie Dimon, JPMorgan Chase (9/19/2012). 

Subcommittee interview of Ina Drew, CIO (12/11/2012). 

See, e.g,, 3/8/2012 email from Javier Martin-Artajo, CIO, to Ina Drew, CIO, and others, “CIO 
CRM Results,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0008773-775, and discussion below. 

Subcommittee interview of Ina Drew, CIO (9/7/2012); JPMorgan Chase Task Force interview 
of Achilles Macris, CIO (partial readout to the Subcommittee on 8/28/2012). 

See 2013 JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, at 100, and discussion below. 
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“For a significant period of time prior to the first quarter of 
2012, CIO was subjected to less rigorous scrutiny than client- 
facing lines of business. The lower level of oversight 
engendered weak risk management and inlrastmcture within 
CIO, which performed ineffectively at a time when robust, 
effective controls were most needed. Granular limits were 
lacking, and risk managers did not feel adequately 
empowered.”*** 

C. CIO Risk Management Personnel 

Although the CIO was not a client-facing business, it managed as 
much as $350 billion in assets and oversaw a trading book that was 
among the largest in the industry.**^ Yet the CIO did not have a Chief 
Risk Officer until 2012. The position of CIO Chief Risk Officer was 
vacant through 20 1 1 .*^° During the key months of January through 
March 2012, Irvin Goldman was new to the position, still learning the 
ropes, and did not respond in a vigorous way to CIO breaches of various 
risk metrics. Peter Weiland, the CIO’s senior market risk officer, told 
the Subcommittee that it was not his job to enforce the risk limits.*^' 
When he was informed of limit breaches, bank documents indicate that 
his reaction was to challenge the metrics, not the CIO traders.*^^ The 
same was true of the CIO’s top risk quantitative analyst, Patrick 
Hagan.*^^ 

Peter Weiland served as the senior-most risk officer at CIO from 
2008 until January 2012. Mr. Weiland had been hired by Ms. Drew, in 

2008, to serve as the CIO’s Chief Market Risk Officer.* Mr. Weiland 
initially reported directly to Ms. Drew. The top traders at CIO also 
reported directly to Ms. Drew, creating a situation where the final 
authority on risk management at the CIO was in the hands of the person 
who was also in charge of the top trading strategist, resulting in a lack of 
independence in the risk management function. 

That lack of independence raised concerns with regulators. In 

2009, JPMorgan Chase changed the CIO’s reporting lines, and Mr. 


2013 JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, at 94. 

Subcommittee interview of Michael Cavanagh, JPMorgan Chase (12/12/2012). See also 
testimony of Jamie Dimon, Chairman & CEO, JPMorgan Chase & Co., “A Breakdown in Risk 
Management: What Went Wrong at JPMorgan Chase?” before the U.S. Senate Committee on 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs, S. Hrg, 112-715 (June 13, 2012), 
http://www.cq.com/doc/congressionaitranscripts-4105471 (“Here — here are the facts. We have 
$350 billion of assets in CIO.”). 

Subcommittee interview of Irvin Goldman, CIO (9/15/2012). 

Subcommittee interview of Peter Weiland, CIO (8/29/2012). 

See Chapter V, Section D, “Disregarding CIO Risk Metrics,” below. 

Id. 

Subcommittee interview of Peter Weiland, CIO (8/29/2012). Mr. Weiland resigned from 
JPMorgan Chase in October 2012. 2013 JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, at 20. 
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Weiland ostensibly began reporting directly to Barry Zubrow, the 
bankwide Chief Risk Officer, while maintaining a “dotted-line,” or 
indirect, reporting relationship with Ms. Drew. Mr. Weiland told the 
Subcommittee that the changes were made in response to regulatory 
pressure. When asked if the reorganization made a difference 
functionally, Mr. Weiland answered, ‘TSlot really.”*^^ 

As a result, CIO risk managers were, in practice, more beholden to 
CIO management than the Firm’s risk organization. According to the 
2013 JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report: 

“The CIO Risk function had been understaffed for some 
time, and CIO management, rather than the Risk function, 
had been the driving force behind the hiring of at least some 
of the risk personnel. Although the CIO had long-tenured 
Risk personnel in less senior positions . . . they appear not to 
have been expected, encouraged or supported sufficiently by 
CIO management or by the Firm-wide Risk organization to 
stand up forcefully to the CIO front office and to vigorously 
question and challenge investment strategies within the CIO. 
Rather, at least with respect to some Risk managers, such as 
Messrs. Goldman and Weiland, there was a sense that they 
were accountable first and foremost to CIO managers rather 
than to the Firm’s global Risk organization. They generally 
did not feel empowered to take the kinds of actions that risk 
managers elsewhere within the Firm believed they could and 
should take. Responsibility for this failure lies not only with 
CIO Risk managers, but with Ms. Drew as well.”*^^ 

As the Chief Investment Officer, Ina Drew was ultimately 
responsible for the risks taken by the CIO traders. Ms. Drew was an 
experienced risk manager herself, and had been widely credited for 
devising the macro hedge that saved Chemical Bank during the 
recession of 1987.*^^ Many senior bank managers were not even aware 
that the position of CIO Chief Risk Officer was vacant. One telling 
indication of the lack of a robust risk management culture at JPMorgan 
Chase’s CIO is that to the Subcommittee’s question, “Who was the 
Chief Risk Officer at CIO in 2011?” Different bank managers, current 
and former, gave different answers. 

While Mr. Weiland was the head of Market Risk at CIO,*^* many 
in the CIO were under the impression that Mr. Weiland was, in fact, the 


** Subcommittee interview of Peter Weiland, CIO (8/29/2012). 

896 20 13 JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, at 99-100. 

Subcommittee interview of Ina Drew, CIO (9/7/2012). 

See, e.g., Subcommittee interview of Peter Weiland, CIO (8/29/2012); 2013 JPMorgan Chase 
Task Force Report, at 20; undated (“Effective Pre-June20ir’) chart produced by JPMorgan 
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CIO’s Chief Risk Officer prior to the hiring of Irvin Goldman in J anuary 
2012. Joseph Bonocore served as the Chief Financial Officer (CFO) of 
CIO during Mr. Weiland’s tenure before Mr. Wilmot took over and Mr. 
Bonocore became JPMorgan Chase’s Corporate Treasurer.*^^ Mr. 
Bonocore was unambiguous that Mr. Weiland served as the Chief Risk 
Officer for CIO, telling the Subcommittee, “I knew Pete as the CRO 
during my time there. David Olson was the head of credit trading for 
the CIO’s Available for Sale portfolio from 2006 until 2011 (which did 
not include synthetic credit derivatives). Mr. Olson and Mr. Weiland 
had desks near each other on the CIO trading floor in New York, and 
they spoke regularly.^®' Mr. Olson also told the Subcommittee that Mr. 
Weiland was the CIO’s Chief Risk Officer. Likewise, CIO’s head of 
Quantitative Analytics, Patrick Hagan, said that he thought Mr. Weiland 
was the CIO’s Chief Risk Officer.’®^ Even Mr. Weiland’s 2010 
performance review, conducted by Ms. Drew, referred to him as the 
CIO’s CRO, though Ms. Drew told the Subcommittee that this 
characterization was imprecise.^*'’’ In other words, in late 2011, when 
CIO International began putting on the synthetic credit positions that 
would lead to the $6 billion loss, the CIO Chief Risk Officer position 
was vacant; and the person that some at CIO thought to be the Chief 
Risk Officer, was not, in fact, serving in that capacity. 

In January 2012, the bank made several changes to its risk 
personnel. Mr. Zubrow became the head of Corporate and Regulatory 
Affairs and John Hogan, who had previously served as the Chief Risk 
Officer in the Investment Bank, took his place as the bankwide Chief 
Risk Officer.^°^ Mr. Hogan told the Subcommittee that, while he was 
appointed to the new position in January 2012, he continued to serve as 
the Chief Risk Officer of the Investment Bank through February. 

Also in February, Ashley Bacon was appointed the bankwide Chief 
Market Risk Officer reporting to Mr. Hogan.’®’ 


Chase in response to a Subcommittee request, “CIO Risk Management Team,” JPM-CIO-PSI-H 
0002813; 1/30/2012 email from Irvin Goldman, CIO, to Ashley Bacon, JPMorgan Chase, “CIO 
VaR heads up and update,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0020168 (“Pete as head of market risk 

Subcommittee interview of Joseph Bonocore, JPMorgan Chase (9/1 1/2012). Mr. Bonocore 
served as CFO for CIO from September 2000 to November 2010, after which time he served as 
firmwide Corporate Treasurer until his departure from JPMorgan Chase in October 2011 for 
personal reasons. Id. 

Subcommittee interview of Joseph Bonocore, JPMoi^an Chase (9/11/2012). 

Subcommittee interview of David Olson, CIO (9/14/^012). 

Id. 

Subcommittee interview of Patrick Hagan, CIO (2/7/2013). 

1/10/2011 email from Ina Drew, CIO, to Peter Weiland, CIO, “Confidential -2010 
Performance Evaluation” JPM-CIO-PSl-H 0002801. 

Subcommittee interview of John Hogan and Ashley Bacon, JPMorgan Chase (9/4/2012). 
''‘’^Id. 

^”^Id. 
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With regard to the CIO, the risk management apparatus that Mr. 
Hogan inherited from Mr. Zubrow was dysfunctional. The 2013 
JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report found: 

“[Mr. Zubrow] bears significant responsibility for failures of 
the CIO Risk organization, including its infrastructure and 
personnel shortcomings, and inadequacies of its limits and 
controls on the Synthetic Credit portfolio. The CIO Risk 
organization was not equipped to properly risk-manage the 
portfolio during the first quarter of 2012, and it performed 
ineffectively as the portfolio ^rew in size, complexity and 
riskiness during that period.” 

In January, Mr. Hogan appointed Irvin Goldman as the CIO’s first 
official Chief Risk Officer. Mr. Goldman reported to both Ms. Drew and 
Mr. Hogan. Mr. Hogan told the Subcommittee that he selected Mr. 
Goldman, who already worked for Ms. Drew in another capacity, on the 
advice of Ms. Drew and Mr. Zubrow, who is a brother-in-law to Mr. 
Goldman.^”^ Mr. Goldman had not served in a risk management 
capacity at JPMorgan Chase prior to his promotion. Ms. Drew had hired 
him as a portfolio manager in 2008, and hired him again in 2010 to be a 
senior advisor.^’” Mr. Weiland, who remained the CIO’s Chief Market 
Risk Officer, began reporting to Mr. Goldman.^' ' The end result was 
that, just as the CIO’s SCP began rapidly increasing its risk and 
incurring significant losses, the top risk positions were shuffled and the 
new risk management leadership team was just settling into place.^'^ 

By March 20, 20 1 2, as a result of the trading strategy, the SCP had 
nearly tripled in size, incurred hundreds of millions of losses, and 
triggered bankwide VaR and CIO CSOl risk limit breaches. Yet when 
Ms. Drew, Mr. Goldman, Mr. Hogan, and Mr. Bacon all attended a 
March 20 meeting of the Risk Policy Committee of JPMorgan Chase’s 
Board of Directors, chaired by James Crown, the SCP trading strategy, 
its mounting losses, and the risk limit breaches were not disclosed.^'^ 

2013 JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, at 8. 

Id., at 98, footnote 109. (“In late 2010/early 2011, Ms. Drew and Mr. Zubrow, whose wife’s 
sister is married to Mr. Goldman, began a search to fill the newly created position of Chief Risk 
Officer of CIO.”). 

Subcommittee interview of Irvin Goldman, CIO (9/15/2012). 

See 4/26/2012 email from Gina Serpico, CIO, to Manish Jain, JPMorgan Chase, “Org Chart,” 
conveying presentation entitled “CHIEF INVESTMENT OFFICE - ORGANIZATION,” JPM- 
CIO-PSI 0001885. 

See also 2013 JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, at 12 (“With respect to personnel, a new 
CIO Chief Risk Officer was appointed in early 2012, and he was learning the role at the precise 
time the traders were building the ultimately problematic positions.”) 

3/20/2012 presentation for JPMorgan Chase Directors Risk Policy Committee (DRPC) 
meeting, JPM-CIO-PSI 0013890; 3/20/2012 Risk Policy Committee meeting minutes for 
JPMorgan Chase, JPM-CIO-PSI-0013563. See also 2013 JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, at 
42-43 (finding that, at the March 20^^ meeting of the DPRC, “CIO management did not disclose 
the increasing mark-to-market losses, the recent breaches in certain of CIO’s risk limits, the 
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The CIO’s own Risk Committee, typically chaired by the head 
risk officer at CIO and attended by the CIO’s top managers and risk 
officers, should also have provided a venue to address the burgeoning 
risks of the Synthetic Credit Portfolio But the CIO Risk Committee 
met only three times in 20 1 1 , and held its first 20 1 2 meeting on March 
28, 2012, by which time the ill-fated trades had already been made.®‘^ 

In addition, unlike other JPMorgan Chase lines of business, the CIO’s 
Risk Committee typically did not invite outside personnel to its 
meetings to review its trading strategies and risk profile. According to 
the 2013 JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report: “There was no official 
membership or charter for the CIO Risk Committee and attendees 
typically included only personnel from CIO .... Had there been senior 
traders or risk managers from outside CIO or had the CIO Risk 
Committee met more often, the process might have been used to more 
pointedly vet the traders’ strategies in the first quarter of 2012.”^'^ 

Even if the role of CIO Chief Risk Officer had been filled earlier, 
the reporting lines had been clear, and the CIO Risk Committee had met 
more often, there is little evidence that these changes would have 
prevented Mr. Iksil from pursuing the trading strategy that he and Mr. 
Martin-Artajo had devised. Mr. Maoris had approved the strategy, 
which was within the authority that Ms. Drew had delegated to him.^'^ 
At the CIO, in 201 1 and early 2012, risk managers played no role in 
evaluating and approving trading strategies.^’* Mr. Weiland explained to 
the Subcommittee that his role as a risk manager was descriptive, rather 
than prescriptive.^’^ He said that he acted as a “middleman” who 
“coordinated” between the risk modelers and the traders and managers 
to ensure that the risk metrics were properly calculated and disseminated 
to decision makers. Mr. Weiland told the Subcommittee that he 
described the risks that existed in the portfolio, but did not challenge 
trading decisions. According to Mr. Weiland, the CIO’s risk appetite 
was set by members of the bank’s Operating Committee, and it was up 


substantial increase in RWA, the significant growth in the Synthetic Credit Portfolio’s notionals, 
or the breaches in the VaR limit earlier in the year.”). See also id., at 43, footnote 53. 

2013 JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, at 100. 

See 2013 JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report at 100; 3/28/2012 Outlook Calendar 
Appointment, “CIO RISK COMMITTEE (Attachment Below),” JPM-CIO-PSI-H 0006401-437. 

2013 JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, at 100. 

Subcommittee interview of Ina Drew, CIO (9/7/2012). 

Subcommittee interview of Peter Weiland, CIO (8/29/2012); 2013 JPMorgan Chase Task 
Force Report, at 100 (“Although the CIO had long tenured risk personnel in less senior positions 
... they appear not to have been expected, encouraged or supported sufficiently by CIO 
management or by the Firm-wide Risk organization to stand up forcefully to the CIO front office 
and to vigorously question and challenge investment strategies within the CIO.”). In addition, 
although risk managers were asked to provide input for the CIO traders’ 2011 annual 
performance review, their input did not raise any risk management concerns. 2013 JPMorgan 
Chase Task Force Report, at 92. 

Subcommittee interview of Peter Weiland, CIO (8/29/2012). 
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to Ms. Drew rather than to the risk personnel to enforce the risk 
limits.''^ 

Mr. Weiland’s passive role as a risk manager meant that when the 
SCP began causing the CIO to breach its risk limits in January 2012, he 
did not enforce those limits, or direct the traders to exit any positions. In 
fact, beginning with the VaR breaches in January, he repeatedly worked 
with CIO traders and quantitative analysts to challenge or modify the 
risk metrics, or approve limit increases or exemptions. 

Given Mr. Weiland’s perception of his role and Mr. Goldman’s 
inexperience as a risk manager, neither attempted to constrain the CIO 
trading strategies. In addition, by his own admission, Mr. Hogan told 
the Subcommittee that he was not focused on the Synthetic Credit 
Portfolio until after the media broke the news of the whale trades in 
April.®^^ Mr. Hogan stated that until the stories broke, his first priority 
had been to understand the bank’s consumer business.^^^ As a result, 
bank management had placed itself in an inadequate position to assess 
the CIO trading problems. 

In its review of the CIO, the JPMorgan Chase Task Force 
summarized the many shortcomings in the CIO’s risk management 
efforts as follows; 

“CIO Risk Management lacked the personnel and structure 
necessary to manage the risks of the Synthetic Credit 
Portfolio. . . . More broadly, the CIO Risk function had been 
historically understaffed, and some of the CIO risk personnel 
lacked the requisite skills. With respect to structural issues, 
the CIO Risk Committee met only infrequently, and its 
regular attendees did not include personnel from outside CIO. 

As a result, the CIO Risk Committee did not effectively 
perform its intended role as a forum for constructive 
challenge of practices, strategies and controls. Furthermore, 
at least some CIO risk managers did not consider themselves 
sufficiently independent from CIO’s business operations and 
did not feel empowered to ask hard questions, criticize 
trading strategies or escalate their concerns in an effective 
manner to Firm-wide Risk Management. And finally, the 
Task Force has concluded that CIO management, along with 
Firm-wide Risk Management, did not fulfill their 
responsibilities to ensure that CIO control functions were 


920 

92! 

922 

923 


Id. 

See Section D “Disregarding CIO Risk Metrics,” below. 

Subcommittee interview of John Hogan and Ashley B^on, JPMorgan Chase (9/4/2012). 
Id. 
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effective or that the environment in CIO was conducive to 

their effectiveness.”®^"' 

The fact that these systemic risk management failures at the CIO, 
which controlled a $350 billion portfolio, the second largest at 
JPMorgan Chase, became known to bank management, regulators, 
policymakers, and investors more or less by chance - when the SCP’s 
enormous whale trades attracted media attention - exposes not only the 
fact that good banks can have poor quality risk controls, but also that lax 
risk management practices are too often neither detected nor prevented 
by bank regulators. 

D. Disregarding CIO Risk Metrics 

JPMorgan Chase, like all major financial institutions today, uses 
various risk metrics and mathematical models to measure, track, and 
evaluate the risks presented by its trading activities. Those activities 
typically involve numerous, complex financial instruments around the 
globe, with different time horizons, risk characteristics, and potential 
interactions. They also often feature daily trading and quick asset 
turnovers. The models needed to track and analyze the risks posed by 
those trading activities and the resulting financial instruments are usually 
designed by quantitative analysts with doctorates in mathematics, 
finance, or even physics. For example, Patrick Hagan, head of 
quantitative analytics at the CIO, received a B.S. and Ph.D. in Applied 
Mathematics from the California Institute of Technology. Before 
entering finance, Mr. Hagan helped design chemical reactors for Exxon, 
was a scientist for Los Alamos’s Theory and Computer Research & 
Applications groups, and was the Deputy Director for the Los Alamos 
Center for Nonlinear Science.®^^ He then worked for several financial 
research firms and financial institutions.®^* 

Increasingly, for regulators to evaluate the risks and quality of risk 
management at a financial institution, they have to understand the 
institution’s risk metrics and models. Regulators also rely on 
mathematical models to help determine, among other matters, how much 
capital a financial institution must hold to mitigate its risks. Regulators’ 
duties today include determining whether proposed models meet 
detailed regulatory requirements, overseeing model changes and 
variations, examining model implementation which can raise complex 
operational issues, and overseeing back-testing of the models to evaluate 
their accuracy.®^® These complex tasks are made more difficult if banks’ 


™ 2013 JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, at 12-13. 

See 12/5/2012 biographical information on Patrick Hagan, course tutor for Incisive Training, 
“Patrick Hagan on Fixed Income,” http://ev888.eventive.incisivecms.co.uk. 

Subcommittee interview of Patrick Hagan, CIO (2/7/2013). 

See, e.g., 12 C.F.R. Part 3, Appendix B, The OCC, Federal Reserve, and FDIC have also 
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quantitative experts are developing new or revised models to artificially 
lower the bank’s risk ratings and capital requirements. 

JPMorgan Chase uses a variety of models to track and measure risk 
for specific lines of business eind business units as well as for the bank 
as a whole. At the CIO, during the first quarter of 2012, the CIO’s risk 
limits were repeatedly breached by the Synthetic Credit Portfolio, even 
triggering a breach of a bcink-wide limit. But instead of investigating 
and reducing the high risk trading activities that triggered the breaches, 
the CIO’s traders, risk management personnel, and senior managers 
criticized the risk metrics as inaccurate and pushed for model changes 
that would portray credit derivative trading activities as less risky. 

(1) Disregarding the VaR Limit 

One of the early red flags about the risk being taken on by the 
Synthetic Credit Portfolio was the CIO’s breach of the Value-at-Risk 
(VaR) limit. In January 2012, the CIO’s SCP breached not only the 
CIO’s individual VaR limit, but also the VaR limit for the bank as a 
whole. The breach continued for four days, and ended only after the 
bank temporarily increased the limit. The CIO’s traders and quantitative 
analysts then rushed approval of a new CIO VaR model which, when it 
took effect, portrayed the Synthetic Credit Portfolio as 50% less risky 
than the prior VaR model. The new VaR model not only ended the 
SCP’s breach, but also freed the CIO traders to add tens of billions of 
dollars in new credit derivatives to the SCP which, despite the 
supposedly lowered risk, led to additional massive losses. Those losses 
helped expose both substantive and serious operational flaws in the new 
VaR model. As a result, in May 2012, the bank backtracked, revoked 
the CIO’s new VaR model, and restored the old one. 

(a) Background 

VaR models use historical profit and loss data to calculate a dollar 
figure that is supposed to represent the most money that a portfolio of 
assets could be expected to lose over a fixed period of time to a certain 
degree of confidence. The OCC provides detailed guidance on how 
regulatory VaR models should function, but allows individual banks to 
design their own models. The OCC also requires all of the banks it 


proposed new regulations to comply with new capital, risk, and liquidity standards issued by the 
Basel Committee on Banking Supervision, See 8/30/2012, Joint Final Rule, “Risk-Based Capital 
Guidelines: Market Risk,” Federal Register, ht^://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2012-08- 
30/pdf/2012-16759.pdf. 

See OCC definition of VaR, 12 C.F.R. Part 3, Appendix B, Section 2 {“Value-at-Risk 
(VaR) means the estimate of the maximum amount that die value of one or more positions could 
decline due to market price or rate movements during a fixed holding period within a stated 
confidence interval.”). 

See 12 C.F.R. Part 3, Appendix B, Sections 4 and 5; Subcommittee briefing by OCC 
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oversees to obtain its approval of VaR models used to calculate 
regulatory capital.’^® Banks also use VaR models for Internal risk 
management. While the OCC has broad authority to oversee the risk 
management and model development process, banks are not required to 
submit internal risk management VaR models for OCC approval.’^' 

JPMorgan Chase defines VaR as a “measure of the dollar amount 
of potential loss from adverse market moves in an ordinary market 
environment.”’^^ JPMorgan Chase’s 2011 Annual Report explained the 
bank’s use of VaR as a risk metric as follows: 

“JPMorgan Chase utilizes VaR, a statistical risk measure, to 
estimate the potential loss from adverse market moves. Each 
business day, as part of its risk management activities, the 
Firm undertakes a comprehensive VaR calculation that 
includes the majority of its material market risks. VaR 
provides a consistent cross-business measure of risk profiles 
and levels of diversification and is used for comparing risks 
across businesses and monitoring limits. These VaR results 
are reported to senior management and regulators, and they 
are utilized in regulatory capital calculations.”’^^ 

According to public filings, JPMorgan Chase “has one overarching 
VaR model framework used for risk management purposes across the 
Firm,”’^"* but Mr. Dimon told the Subcommittee that the bank has 
hundreds of individual VaR models used by various lines of business 
and business segments. For the purposes of this chapter, the relevant 
VaR is known as the “95%” or “1 OQ” VaR. The “95%” refers to the 
confidence level in the computation, and the “lOQ” indicates it is the 
VaR that JPMorgan Chase reports in its 10-Q quarterly filings with the 
SEC. According to JPMorgan Chase’s 201 1 Annual Report: 

“The Firm calculates VaR to estimate possible economic 
outcomes for its current positions using historical simulation, 


(3/4/2012). 

!2 C.F.R. Part 3, Appendix B, Section 3(c)(1) (“(c) Requirements for internal models. (1) A 
bank must obtain the prior written approval of the OCC before using any internal model to 
calculate its risk-based capital requirement under this appendix.”). 

See 12 C.F.R. Part 3, Appendix B, Section 3(d) (“(2) The bank must validate its internal 
models initially and on an ongoing basis. The bank’s validation process must be independent of 
the internal models’ development, implementation, and operation, or the validation process must 
be subjected to an independent review of its adequacy and effectiveness.”). 

3/30/2012, “201 1 Annual Report,” JPMorgan Chase publication, at 31 1, 
http://files.shareholder.eom/downloads/ONE/1839748086x0x556139/75b4bd59-02e7-4495- 
a84c-06e0bI9d6990/JPMC_201 l_annual_report_complete.pdf. 

”-hd.,atl58. 

JPMorgan Chase & Co. Form 1 0-Q (for period ending 9/30/^012), filed with the SEC 
(11/08/2012), at 96, http://files.shareholder.coni/do\vnIoads/ONE/2252595197x0xS19617-12~ 
308/19617/fiHng.pdf. 

Subcommittee interview of Jamie Dimon, JPMorgan Chase (9/19/2012). 
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which measures risk across instruments and portfolios in a 
consistent, comparable way. The simulation is based on data 
for the previous 1 2 months. This approach assumes that 
historical changes in market values are representative of the 
distribution of potential outcomes in the immediate future. 

VaR is calculated using a one day time horizon and an 
expected tail-loss methodology, and approximates a 95% 
confidence level. This means that, assuming cuirent changes 
in the market are consistent with the historical changes used 
in the simulation, the Firm would expect to incur losses 
greater than that predicted by VaR estimates five times in 
every 100 trading days, or about 12 to 13 times a year. 

However, differences between current and historical market 
price volatility may result in fewer or greater VaR exceptions 
than the number indicated by the historical simulation. The 
firm’s VaR calculation is highly granular and incorporates 
numerous risk factors, which are selected based on the risk 
profile of each portfolio.”’^* 

According to the OCC’s Examiner-in-Charge at JPMorgan Chase, the 
bank’s 10-Q VaR estimated the potential loss to the bank’s portfolio over 
the course of a day by looking at the previous 264 trading days and 
taking the average loss of the worst 33 days.’^^ 

At JPMorgan Chase, risk models, including VaR models, were 
normally developed or overseen by the Model Risk and Development 
(MRAD) group, also referred to as the Quantitative Research (QR) team 
within the bank’s risk management division.’^* Some models required 
review and testing by MRAD before they were put into effect; tier two 
models were scheduled for periodic review and could be implemented 
by business units prior to approval by MRAD.’^^ In addition, the 
Subcommittee was told that, normally, a new model is analyzed 
concurrently with an existing model for several months to evaluate how 
the new model performs and examine any diverging results between the 


3/30/2012, “2011 Annual Report,” JPMorgan Chase publication, at 158, 
hltp://files.shareholder.com/ downloads/ONE/1 839748086x0x5 561 39/75b4bd59-02e7-4495- 
a84c-06e0bl9d6990/ JPMC_20il_annual_report_complete.pdf. 

Subcommittee interview of Scott Waterhouse, OCC (9/17/2012); see also Subcommittee 
briefing by JPMorgan Chase (8/15/2012), 

Subcommittee interview of C.S. Venkatakiishnan, JPMorgan Chase (10/25/2012). 

940 
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(b) Developing a New VaR Model 

JPMorgan Chase told the Subcommittee that the new VaR model 
adopted by the CIO in January 2012, was not produced at short notice, 
but was the product of more than a year of planning and development. 

The bank told the Subcommittee that the CIO had embarked upon 
the project to reformulate the methodology for calculating its VaR 
results in 2011.^'" The CIO lO-Q VaR model then in effect had been 
designed by Keith Stephan, a member of the CIO’s risk management 
team in London.^''^ Although Mr. Stephan remained employed by the 
CIO in a risk management capacity, he was not the primary developer of 
the new VaR model; instead, that task was assigned to Patrick Hagan, 
the CIO’s senior quantitative analyst who worked with the CIO 
traders. Mr. Hagan had never previously designed a VaR model. 
According to JPMorgan Chase, having an employee from a business unit 
design the unit’s risk model was somewhat unusual, but it did not 
violate bank policy The new VaR model, when finalized, indicated 
that it had been created by both Mr. Hagan and Mr. Stephan.’''^ 

Mr. Hagan told the Subcommittee that he initially began work on 
two other VaR models, a “stress VaR” model and then a “historical” 

VaR model with a 99% confidence level, both of which were intended to 
be used in a model designed to calculate Risk Weighted Assets (RWA) 
for the CIO.’''* Mr. Hagan told the Subcommittee that he was told the 
objective of his research was to design VaR models that, when fed into 
the RWA model, would produce lower RWA results for the CIO, since 
both he and the CIO traders viewed the bank’s standard RWA model as 
overstating CIO risk.’''’ Mr. Hagan said that he began work on the stress 
VaR and VaR-99 models in the early summer of 201 1, wrote algorithms 
for them, and worked to refine the models over the next few months. 


Subcommittee briefing by JPMorgan Chase (8/15/2012) (Greg Baer). 

Subcommittee interviews of Elwyn Wong, OCC (8/20/2012); Michael Kirk, OCC 
(8/22/2012); and C.S. Venkatakrishnan, JPMorgan Chase (10/25/2012). 

Subcommittee interview of Patrick Hagan, CIO (2/7/2013); Levin Office briefing by 
JPMorgan Chase (7/5/2012), 

Subcommittee interview of Patrick Hagan, CIO (2/7/2013); 2013 JPMorgan Chase Task Force 
Report, at 104. 

Levin Office briefing by JPMorgan Chase (7/5/2012); Subcommittee briefing by JPMorgan 

Chase (8/15/2012). 

Levin Office briefing by JPMorgan Chase (7/5/2012). 

See 10/10/2011 memorandum by Patrick Hagan and Keith Stephan, CIO, “VAR 
METHODOLOGY,” JPM-CIO-PSI 000004L47. 

Subcommittee interview of Patrick Hagan, CIO (2/7/2013). A “stress VaR” is a VaR designed 
to reflect market conditions similar to the 2007-2008 financial crisis. The “historical VaR” for 
calculating RWA is based on a ten day time horizon and 99% confidence level. 

Id. Mr. Hagan explained that the bank’s VaR-95 model was designed so that traders were 
expected to exceed the VaR total produced by the mode! on at least 5 days out of 100, but, in 
fact, the bank had not exceeded the total on a single day during the prior year, proving that the 
VaR-95 model “overstated the risk.” Id. 
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Mr. Hagan told the Subcommittee that his supervisor, Javier 
Martin- Artajo, then asked him to design a new 10-Q 95% VaR model 
for the CIO. Mr. Hagan explained that he was able to develop that 
model quickly, because he derived the VaR-95 model from the VaR-99 
model he had already been working on. He explained that the VaR-99 
and VaR-95 models were nearly identical, since they drew from the 
same historical data sets and used very similar mathematical functions. 
He said that he worked on the VaR-95 model for a two-month period, 
from October to November 2011, designing both the model and a 
computer program to run it during that time period. Mr. Hagan said 
that he felt “rushed” and “under a lot of pressure” from Mr. Martin- 
Artajo to get the new VaR-95 model completed and implemented 
quickly 

According to JPMorgan Chase, the impetus for the new VaR 
models was to render the CIO’s VaR models compliant with Basel III 
requirements.®^^ Basel III refers to a set of international banking 
standards issued by the Basel Committee on Banking Supervision 
addressing capital, risk, and liquidity issues; the new Basel III standards 
were intended to be phased in globally beginning in 2013, but according 
to the bank, the CIO wanted to “pre-adopt” them.®^^ 

In addition to citing compliance with Basel III as a motivation for 
changing the VaR models, JPMorgan Chase also told the Subcommittee 
that the CIO’s old VaR-95 model was “too conservative.”®^'* That is, the 
old VaR model overstated risk.®^^ As the 2013 JPMorgan Chase Task 
Force put it: “The trader who had instructed the modeler to develop the 
new VaR model, CIO Market Risk, and the modeler himself also 
believed that the [old] model was too conservative - that is, that it was 
producing a higher VaR than was appropriate.”®^^ Both JPMorgan 
Chase and Mr. Hagan informed the Subcommittee that the new model 


Id. See also 2013 JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, at 122-123 {stating the CIO worked 
on the new VaR model from August to November 201 1). 

Subcommittee interview of Patrick Hagan, CIO (2/7/2013). 

Levin Office briefing by JPMorgan Chase (7/5/2012). For more information on Basel III, see 
Chapter II. 

Levin Office briefing by JPMorgan Chase (5/25/2012). See also 2013 JPMorgan Chase Task 
Force Report, at 121-122 (explaining that the new VaR model was developed to bring the CIO in 
compliance with Basel 2.5). Recently, the Basel Committee announced plans to delay 
implementation of the Basel III rules to January 1, 2019. See “Banks Win an Easing of Rules on 
Assets,” New York Times. Jack Ewing (1/6/2013), 

ht^://www.nytimes.coni/2013/01/07/business/globai/07iht-banks07.html?src-twrhp. For more 
information about the Basel Accords generally, see Chapter II. 

Subcommittee briefing by JPMorgan Chase (8/15/2012). See also 2013 JPMorgan Chase 
Task Force Report, at 79, footnote 98 (“The previous model was viewed as too conservative and 
the VaR that it was producing thus was considered to be too high. The new model was thought 
to be a substantial improvement that would more accurately capture the risks in the portfolio.”). 

Subcommittee interview of Ina Drew, CIO (9/7/2012). 

2013 JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, at 122. 
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was designed to consider and reflect additional types of risks compared 
to the prior model, and would produce more accurate results. 

In a document authored by Mr. Hagan explaining his new VaR-99 
model, which also formed the basis for the new VaR-95 model, he wrote 
that the new model was a “conservative” one that was expected to 
produce “higher” VaR results.®^® When asked about that description, 

Mr. Hagan told the Subcommittee that he had thought that might be the 
result, although in practice, the new VaR model typically produced 
lower results - generally 20% lower - than the prior model. He said that 
he never fully understood the prior VaR model and so did not know 
exactly why his model produced lower results.^^^ 

Bank documents, emails, and recorded telephone conversations are 
clear that a key motivation for developing the new VaR model was to 
produce lower VaR and Risk Weighted Assets (RWA) results for the 
CIO. Earlier in 201 1, JPMorgan Chase had directed the CIO to reduce 
its RWA in order to lessen the bank’s capital requirements under the 
upcoming Basel III rules.’®*' Under those rules, a higher RWA required 
greater capital to protect against the higher risk; the bank wanted to 
minimize its mandatory capital requirements and so ordered the CIO to 
bring down its RWA. Normally, the most direct way to reduce a 
portfolio’s RWA is to reduce the size and riskiness of its holdings, but 
key CIO personnel proposed another approach as well, modifying its 
VaR model and certain other risk related models used to calculate its 
RWA in order to produce lower RWA results. This objective was not 
necessarily in conflict with the bank’s stated goal of producing more 
accurate risk analysis, since the CIO personnel advocating the model 
changes viewed credit derivatives trading as less risky than portrayed by 
the existing models. 

A key document providing insight into the thinking of the CIO 
traders and analysts is an internal presentation prepared for CIO head Ina 
Drew in late 2011. On December 22, 2011, Javier Martin- Artajo, head 
of the CIO’s equity and credit trading operation and charged with 
overseeing SCP trading, sent an email to Ms. Drew laying out a plan for 
reducing the CIO’s RWA by $13 billion by the end of the first quarter of 


Subcommittee interviews of John Hogan and Ashley Bacon, JPMorgan Chase (9/4/2012) and 
Patrick Hagan, CIO (2/7/2013). 

Sec “VaR Methodology,” prepared by Patrick Hagan and Keith Stephan, JPM-CIO-PSI 
000004 1 , at 045 (“All the above problems with our methodology generally lead to higher VAR, 
which is unsurprising since VAR can be considered as a measure of noise. Accordingly, we 
believe that our VAR-99 calculation is decidedly conservative.”). Mr. Hagan told the 
Subcommittee that it was his standard practice to prepare a written explanation of his models to 
communicate his reasoning. Subcommittee interview of Patrick Hagan, CIO (2/7/2013). 

Subcommittee interview of Patrick Hagan, CIO (2/7/2013). 

i^tVA is a dollar measure of a bank’s assets, adjusted according to the assets’ risk. For more 
information, see Chapters II and III. 
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2012. The email recommended achieving that reduction in large part by 
modifying the VaR and other models and procedures used to calculate 
the CIO’s RWA. Mr. Martin-Artajo wrote: 

“The estimates of reductions will be: 

Model reduction QR CRM (ackno[w]ledged already) 5 
(Pat [Hagan] estimate) 

Model reduction QR VaR 0.5 (Pat estimate) 

Model Reduction QR Stress 1 .5 (Pat estimate) 

Reduction for duration shortening 1 Actual 
Book optimization 3 Estimate 
Book reduction 2 Trading reduction 

TOTAL 13 Billion RWA end Q1 2012”^*' 

The email indicates that Mr. Martin-Artajo estimated that $7 
billion, or more than 50% of the total $13 billion RWA reduction, could 
be achieved by modifying risk related models.’*’ While changing the 
VaR model was only one of the proposed changes and was estimated to 
have the smallest effect, it was nevertheless characterized as capable of 
producing half of a billion dollars in RWA reduction. That the Martin- 
Artajo email included specific estimates for RWA reductions from Mr. 
Hagan in connection with changing, not only the VaR model, but also 
other QR models that fed into the RWA calculation, shows that the CIO 
viewed Mr. Hagan’s work, at least in part, as a way of producing lower - 
as opposed to simply more accurate - SCP risk results.’*^ 


12/22/2011 email from Javier Martin-Artajo, CIO, to Ina Drew and .lohn Wilmot, CIO, “RWA 

- Tranche Book,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0000032-034, at 033. See also 12/22/2012 email from Javier 
Martin-Artajo, CIO, to Bruno Iksil, Patrick Hagan, Julien Grout and Samir Ratel, CIO, “urgent -- 

— ; Rwa,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0001227 (requesting specific estimates for the amount of RWA 
reduction that could be achieved by each of the listed “model reduction[s]” by the end of the first 
quarter of 2012). 

The email estimated that a $5 billion reduction in the SCP’s composite RWA could be 
achieved by modifying the QR mode! used to calculate the CIO’s Comprehensive Risk 
Measurement (CRM), and another $500 million reduction could be achieved by modifying the 
QR model used to calculate its VaR. CRM and VaR arc both key contributors to RWA 
calculations. The email also estimated that a $1.5 billion reduction in the SCP’s composite RWA 
could be achieved by modifying the QR model used to calculate its “Stress” VaR, another key 
contributor to the RWA model. Mr. Hagan confirmed to the Subcommittee that he had provided 
all three of these estimates. Subcommittee interview of Patrick Hagan, CIO (2/7/2013). The 
recommended model changes, projected to reduce the CIO’s RWA by $5 billion, $500 million, 
and $1.5 billion, added up to an RWA reduction of $7 billion. See also 5/3/2012 email from 
Irvin Goldman, CIO, to Douglas Braunstein, JPMorgai Chase, and others, “CSW 10%,” with 
attached JPMorgan Chase presentation entitled “CIO Synthetic Credit: Risk background 
information for upcoming meetings ” slide entitled “Capital Metrics History, chart entitled 
“Synthetic Credit RWA,” at 8, JPM-CIO-PSI-H 000546-556, at 555 (identifying the key 
components in calculating the SCP’s RWA as VaR, Stress Var, CRM, and IRC). 

See, e.g., 3/8/2012 email from Javier Martin-Artajo, CIO, to Ina Drew, CIO, and others, “CIO 
CRM Results,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0000373 (indicating that the CIO traders had deliberately worked 
to change the VaR model: “We are not going to do with ... RWA yet what we have done with the 
VaR that is to challenge the current mediodology and have the model changed.”). 
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Several weeks later, on January 18, 2012, Mr. Iksil provided Ms. 
Drew a written presentation that included a comparison of the CIO’s 
RWA results using the bank’s standard “QR” model versus results from 
using the CIO’s own, newly developed model.’®'* Mr. Hagan told the 
Subcommittee that he was not shown this document at the time, but 
observed that it used figures that had been developed by his staff’®® Mr. 
Hagan told the Subcommittee that he had not developed a fully working 
RWA model for the CIO when the estimates were provided, but 
acknowledged that, while at the CIO, he worked on each of the key 
contributors to a RWA model.’®® The Iksil presentation stated that the 
CIO’s “Core Credit Book RWA” under the bank’s standard QR model 
was $40.3 billion, while under the CIO’s model it would be about half 
that amount, at $20.9 billion.’®’ The next day, January 19, Mr. Martin- 
Artajo sent Ms. Drew an email describing four scenarios for reducing 
the SCP’s RWA.’®* The four options revolved in large part around 
whether the CIO could convince bank management to allow it to use its 
own “shadow” RWA model.’®’ Changing the CIO’s VaR model was 
one element in that larger plan. 

(c) Breaching the VaR Limit 

As explained earlier, during the first three weeks of January 2012, 
the CIO traders purchased a variety of short credit instruments in order 
to ensure that the Synthetic Credit Portfolio “maintained its upside on 
defaults.”’™ Those purchases pushed up the SCP’s VaR total and 
eventually resulted in the four-day breach of not only the CIO’s VaR 
limit, but also the VaR limit for the entire bank. 

On January 10, 2012, the firmwide VaR daily update stated: “The 
Firm’s 95% lOQ VaR as of cob [close of business] 01/09/2012 is 
$123mm [million] or 98% of the $125mm limit, an increase of $5mm 


1/18/2012 email from Bruno Iksil, CIO, to Julien Grout, CIO, “Meeting materials for 11am 
meeting/’ JPM-CIO-PSI 0000098-104, conveying presentation entitled, “Core Credit Book 
Highlights.” 

Subeommittee interview of Patrick Hagan, CIO (2/7/2013). 

Id. Mr. Hagan told the Subcommittee that, while at the CIO, he worked on models to produce 
Comprehensive Risk Measurement (CRM), stress VaR, VaR-99, and Incremental Risk Charge 
(IRC) results. Id. 

1/18/2012 email from Bruno Iksil, CIO, to Julien Grout, CIO, “Meeting materials for U am 
meeting,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0000098-104, conveying presentation entitled, “Core Credit Book 
Highlights.” Mr. Hagan told the Subcommittee that the $20.9 billion figure was “not realistic,” 
because it was far from clear that the bank’s QR group would adopt the model changes he was 
advocating. Subcommittee interview of Patrick Hagan, CIO (2/7/2013). 

968 1/19/2012 email from Javier Martin-Artajo, CK), to Ina Drew, CIO, and others, “Credit book 
Decision Table - Scenario Clarification,” at JPM-CIO-PSI 0000106. 

The term “shadow model” was used by the CIO’s senior market risk officer when describing 
the CIO model to the Subcommittee. Subcommittee interview of Peter Weiland, CIO 

(8/29/2012). 

For more information, see Chapter III. 
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from the prior day’s revised VaR.”^’' The daily update also reported that 
the CIO had utilized $88 million of its $95 million limit.^’^ Later that 
day, apparently concerned with the CIO’s approaching its 1 OQ VaR 
limit, Ms. Drew emailed Mr. Weiland the notification and asked: “This 
says cio var still 88? Can u give me breakdown tomorrow.” Mr. 

Weiland responded: 

“Yes, I have details and can give you tomorrow. Short story 
is that the increase in VaR corresponds to increased credit 
protection on HY [High Yield credit index], in particular 
trades executed between Dec. 19 and January 6. ... This has 
obviously been a significant increase and 1 sent Javier an 
email today to highlight the RWA implications.”^^^ 

His email indicates that, while the CIO bought a variety of long and 
short positions in Jemuary, it was the short positions - the “increased 
credit protection” - that drove up the VaR. 

The following day, January 1 1, 2012, Mr. Weiland forwarded the 
email exchange to Keith Stephan, the Chief Market Risk Officer for CIO 
International. Mr. Stephan responded by forwarding the explanation he 
had provided on January 10th to Messrs. Martin, Iksil, Grout, and others: 

“[Sjince 21 December, the [Core Credit] book var has 
moved from S76mm [million] to $93mm, nearly +25% 
increase driven by position changes and through the inclusion 
of m[ar]k[e]t data in the last week of 20[1]1 with rally in 
OTR [on-the-run] HY [High Yield] indicies. ... The big 
drivers, are increases in notional of HY OTR short risk in 
indicies +2.6bio not’l [notional], +14MM VAR.”^’'' 

In other words, Mr. Stephan explained that the increased credit 
derivative positions - specifically, the short positions - acquired by the 
SCP in December and January had caused the increase in VaR, which 
was quickly approaching its limit. 


1/10/2012 email ftom Market Risk Management Reporting, JPMorgan Chase, to Jamie 
Dimon, JPMorgan Chase, and others, “JPMC Firmwide VaR ~ Daily Updated - COB 
1/09/2012,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0000095. 

™id. 

1/10/2012 email from Peter Weiland, CIO, to Ina Drew, CIO, and others, “JPMC Firmwide 
VaR - Daily Updated ~ COB 1/09/2012,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0000094. The email mentions RWA, 
because a version of the VaR is used, in part, to caleulate RWA scores. Therefore, risks that 
increase the VaR also increase the RWA, and could potentially trigger increased capital reserve 
requirements. 

1/10/2012 email from Keith Stephan, CIO, to Bruno Iksil, CIO, and others, “Core Credit Var 
Summary 06 January,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0000093, [emphasis in original]. 
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On January 12, 2012, Mr. Welland emailed Mr. Martin- Artajo, 
head of the CIO’s equities and credit trading operation, asking about Mr. 
Stephan’s explanation: “Is this not correct?”’^^ Mr. Martin- Artajo 
replied; “No, in terms of VAR.” Mr. Martin-Artajo continued: 

“Will come back to you with a better explanation. From our 
point of view we did not have any P/L [profit/loss] vol[ume] 
to increase the overall VAR so much. Pat [Hagan] ’s model is 
in line with the 70 VAR and has a much better explanation 
for these changes. Hopefully we get this [model] approved 
as we speak.”^ ^ 

Mr. Martin-Artajo essentially contended that the purchases made by 
the CIO traders had not been so voluminous that they would have 
increased the “overall VaR so much.”’” He also noted that the new 
VaR model being developed by Mr. Hagan would produce a lower 
VaR - which he predicted would be in the range of $70 million - 
and the CIO was attempting to finalize its approval “as we 
speak.””* 

Despite inquiring into the CIO’s increasing VaR and noting that the 
CIO was approaching its limit, neither Ms. Drew nor Mr. Weiland 
instructed the CIO traders to stop trading or reduce the SCP holdings. 
Their inaction is especially puzzling since Mr. Dimon, Mr. Braunstein, 
and Ms. Drew all told the Subcommittee that, in December 2011, bank 
management had instructed the CIO to reduce its RWA, and had taken 
the view that, in an improving macroeconomic environment, less credit 
protection was necessary.’” The CIO and bank’s senior management 
nevertheless stood by and allowed the CIO traders to purchase additional 
short credit protection in such quantities that it would cause a VaR 
breach. 

On January 16, 2012, CIO exceeded its VaR limit.’*’ While 
several JPMorgan Chase officials minimized the relevance of VaR 


1/12/2012 email from Peter Weiland, CIO, to Javier Martin-Artajo, CIO, “JPMC Firmwide 
VaR - Daily Updated - COB 1/09/2012,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0000093. 

976 I/J2/2012 email from Javier Martin-Artajo, CIO, to Peter Weiland, CIO, and others, “JPMC 
Firmwide VaR - Daily Updated - COB 1/09/2012,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0000093. 

’”ld. 

Id. 

Subcommittee interviews of Jamie Dimon, JPMorgan Chase (9/19/2012), Douglas 
Braunstein, JPMorgan Chase (9/12/2012), and Ina Drew, CIO (9/7/2012). For more information, 
sec Chapter III. 

1/20/2012 email from Market Risk Management Reporting, JPMorgan Chase, to Jamie 
Dimon, JPMorgan Chase, and others, “JPMC 95% lOQ — VaR - Limit Excession Notification 
(COB 1/19/12),” JPM-CIO-PSI 0001890; 1/16/2012, JPMorgan Chase spreadsheet “Position 
Limit and Loss Advisory Summary Report,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0037534 (showing excession of the 
$95 million MTM lOQ VaR limit for close of business January 16, 2012). 

Subcommittee interview of Jamie Dimon, JPMorgan Chase (9/19/2012). 
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breaches in interviews with the Subcommittee, VaR measurements are 
considered significant enough within the bank that the bank’s Operating 
Committee received daily VaR updates from the firm’s Market Risk 
Management (MRM) Reporting group detailing the VaR levels for 
various business lines and business segments and explaining the basis 
for any significant changes. In addition, a breach of the firmwide VaR 
was treated within the bank as a “Level 1” notification, and was reported 
to the highest levels of bank management, including to CEO Jamie 

^ 981 

Dimon and the rest of the Operating Committee. 

On January 16, 2012, the CIO’s purchases of additional short 
positions triggered not only a breach of the CIO VaR limit, but also a 
breach of the bankwide VaR limit, a breach that continued for the next 
three days.^*^ These VaR breaches caused real concern within the CIO. 
On January 20, 2012, the CIO Chief Risk Officer, Irvin Goldman, 
emailed two of his subordinates with this instruction: 

“This is the third consecutive breach notice ... that has gone 
to Jamie [Dimon] and [Operating Committee] members. We 
need to get Ina [Drew] speeifie answers to the cause of the 
breach, how it will be resolved, and by when.”’*'* 

One of Mr. Goldman’s subordinates, Mr. Stephan - the chief 
market risk officer in London and designer of the VaR model then in use 
- responded: 

“The VaR increase is driven by Core Credit (tranche) .... We 
are in late stages of model approval ... which will have the 
effect [of] reducing the standalone VaR for Core Credit from 
circa $96MM [million] to approx[imately] $70MM .... My 
recommendation therefore is that we continue to manage to 
the current ... limit ... and that we discuss further with the 
model review group (MRG) today the schedule for 
completion of approval of the new model with a view toward 
implementation next week if possible.”’*^ 


■’*' Id. 

1/16/2012, JPMorgan Chase spreadsheet “Position Limit and Loss Advisory Summary 
Report,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0037534 (showing excession of the $95 million MTM 1 OQ VaR limit for 
close of business January 16, 2012). 

See 1/19/2012 email from Market Risk Management Reporting, JPMorgan Chase, to Jamie 
Dimon, JPMorgan Chase, and others, “JPMC 95% VaR - Limit Excession Notification (COBs 
1/16/12 and 1/17/12),” JPM-CIO-PSI 0005264; 1/23/2012 email from Market Risk Management 
Reporting, JPMorgan Chase, to Jamie Dimon, JPMorgan Chase, and others, “APPROVAL 
NEEDED: JPMC 95% lOQ VaR One-Off Limit Approval ” JPM-CIO-PSI 0001337; 1/20/2012 
email from Keith Stephan, CIO, to Irvin Goldman, CIO, and others, “Breach of firm var,” JPM- 
CIO-PSI 0000141. 

1/20/2012 email from Irvin Goldman, CIO, to Keith Stephan, CIO, and others, “Breach of 
firm var,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0000149. 

1/20/2012 email from Keith Stephan, CIO, to Irvin Goldman, CIO, “Breach of firm var,” 
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Once again, changing the model - not modifying the risky positions - 
was presented as the solution to the VaR breach. 

Mr. Goldman conveyed the same argument to his boss. Chief Risk 
Officer John Hogan: 

“Two important remedies are being take[n] to reduce VaR .... 

1 . Position offsets to reduce VaR are happening daily. 2. 

Most importantly, a new improved VaR model that CIO has 
been developing is in the near term process of getting 
approved by MRG and is expected to be implemented by the 
end of January. The estimated impact of the new VaR model 
based on Jan 1 8 data will be a CIO VaR reduction in the 
tranche book by 44% to [$157mm Imillionl. with CIO being 
well under its overall limits . 

This email repeats Mr. Martin’s previously-stated hierarchy for 
addressing risk reduction in the Synthetic Credit Portfolio: changing the 
model was “most” important, while position “offsets” were secondary. 
Moreover, it was not clear what Mr. Goldman meant by position offsets. 
Mr. Hogan told the Subcommittee that position “offsets” could involve 
either disposing of positions or adding new positions designed to offset 
the risk of other positions.’*^ In either case, it was clear that having a 
new model that produced a lower VaR value was viewed as key. 

After receiving Mr. Goldman’s email, Mr. Martin-Artajo forwarded 
it to Patrick Hagan, the CIO VaR model developer, and said: “Dual plan 
... as discussed keep the pressure on our friends in Model Validation and 
QR [Quantitative Research].”^** JPMorgan Chase has since indicated: 
“There is some evidence that the Model Review Group accelerated its 
review as a result of this pressure, and in so doing it may have been 
more willing to overlook the operational flaws apparent during the 
approval process.”^*’ 


JPM-CIO-PSI 0000147. 

1/20/2012 email from Irvin Goldman, CIO, to John Hogan, JPMorgan Chase, “CIO VaR,” 
JPM-CIO-PSI 00001 51. [Emphasis in original.] Mr. Goldman’s prediction of a $57 million VaR 
for the SCP was even lower than the $70 million VaR that had been predicted by Mr. Martin- 
Artajo and Mr. Stephan. See 1/12/2012 email from Peter Weiland, CIO, to Javier Martin-Artajo, 
CIO, “JPMC Firmwide VaR - Daily Updated - COB 1/09/2012,” JPM-CIO-PSi-000093; 
1/20/2012 email from Keith Stephan, CIO, to Irvin Goldman, CIO, “Breach of fimi var,” JPM- 
CIO-PSI 0000147. 

Subcommittee interview of John Hogan and Ashley Bacon, JPMorgan Chase (9/4/2012). 

1/23/2012 email from Javier Martin-Artajo, CIO, to Patrick Hagan, “CIO VaR,” JPM-CIO- 
PSI 0000 151. “QR” refers to Quantitative Research, a part of the bank’s risk division that 
worked on model development. Subcommittee interview of C.S. Venkatakrishnan, JPMorgan 
Chase (10/25/2012). 

2013 JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, at 125. 
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On January 20, 2012, the Market Risk Management Reporting 
group notified the Operating Committee of the CIO’s ongoing breach of 
the firmwide 1 OQ VaR limit. The notification stated: 

“The Firm’s 95% lOQ VaR breached its $ 125mm [million] 
limit for the fourth consecutive day on January 19‘^ 2012, 
primarily driven by CIO. 

CIO 95% VaR has become elevated as CIO balances credit 
protection and management of its Basel III RWA. In so 
doing, CIO has increased its overall credit spread protection 
(the action taken thus far has further contributed to the 
positive stress benefit in the Credit Crisis (Large Flattening 
Sell-Off) for this portfolio which has increased from +$1.4bn 
to +SI.6bn) while increasing VaR during the breach period. 

Action has been taken to reduce the VaR and will continue. 

In addition, CIO has developed an improved VaR model for 
synthetic credit and has been working with MRG [Model 
Review Group] to gain approval, which is expected to be 
implemented by the end of January. 

The impact of the new VaR model based on Jan. 1 8 data will 
be a reduction of CIO VaR by 44% to $57mm.”®®® 

A four-day breach of the firm’s lOQ VaR - the VaR that 
JPMorgan Chase reported in its SEC filings - driven by trades in 
the CIO’s Synthetic Credit Portfolio ought to have been enough to 
trigger an intensive internal review of the SCP trading strategy, but 
it did not. The Subcommittee could identify no significant action 
taken by the bank to reduce the VaR other than by changing the 
model. 


(d) Raising the VaR Limit Temporarily 

Ashley Bacon, John Hogan’s deputy in risk management, told the 
Subcommittee that, on some occasions when a firmwide limit is 
breached, “people were told to get back under their limit. The CIO’s 
breach of the firmwide VaR limit in January 2012, however, was not 
such an occasion. If JPMorgan Chase had ordered the CIO to reduce the 
Synthetic Credit Portfolio to get back under its VaR limit, the bank 
would have limited - and perhaps prevented - the whale trade losses. 
Instead, the bank elected to raise the bankwide VaR limit on a temporary 

1/20/2012 email from Market Risk Management Reporting, JPMorgan Chase, to Jamie 
Dimon, JPMorgan Chase, and others, “JPMC 95% lOQ ~ VaR - Limit Excession Notification 
(COB 1/19/12),” JPM-CIO-PSI 0001890. 

Subcommittee interview of John Hogan and Ashley Bacon, JPMorgan Chase (9/4/2012). 
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basis to buy the CIO enough time to get a new VaR model in place to 
produce a more favorable risk analysis. 

On January 23, 2012, the Market Risk Management Reporting 
group sent an email to Mr. Dimon and Mr. Hogan asking them to 
approve a temporary increase in the ftrmwide VaR limit from $125 
million to $140 million, an increase of more than 10%. The group 
proposed increasing the firmwide limit for a little over a week, until the 
end of the month, predicting that, by then, the CIO’s new VaR model 
would be approved, would dramatically reduce the CIO’s VaR, and 
would end the breach. 

“This email is to request your approval to implement the 
temporary increase of the Firm’s 95% lOQ VaR limit from 
$ 125mm [million] to $ 140mm, expiring on January 31**, 

2012. There is a pending approval for a new model for the 
CIO Inti Credit Tranche book. If the new model is approved 
and implemented prior to January 31**, the Firm’s 95% lOQ 
VaR limit will revert back to the original $125mm level .... 

CIO has increased its overall credit spread protection .... 

Action has been taken to reduce the VaR and will continue. 

In addition, CIO has developed an improved VaR model .... 

The impact of the new VaR model based on Jan. 1 8 data will 
be a reduction of CIO VaR by 44% to $57mm.”^^^ 

This email shows that Mr. Dimon was informed about the new VaR 
model and the expectation that it would have the effect of lowering the 
apparent risk of the CIO’s portfolio by a dramatic amount. 

When asked about this email, Mr. Dimon told the Subcommittee 
that he did not recall whether he was required to approve a temporary 
increase in the bankwide VaR limit or approve a request by a business 
segment to exceed an existing bankwide VaR limit.*^ Fie indicated that 
he did not view raising the bankwide VaR limit as a decision that 
required his personal attention and analysis, but as one which he could 
normally make in a matter of “seconds” relying on the recommendation 
of his risk management team. He also told the Subcommittee that he 
could not recall any details in connection with approving the VaR limit 
increase in January 2012. However, an email dated January 23, 2012, 
shows that both he and Mr. Hogan replied to the email requesting the 
limit increase by writing simply: “I approve.”^*"* 


1/23/2012 email from Market Risk Management Reporting, JPMorgan Chase, to Jamie 
Dimon, JPMorgan Chase, and others, “APPROVAL NEEDED: JPMC 95% lOQ VaR One-Off 
Limit Approval,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0001337-338. 

Subcommittee interview of Jamie Dimon, JPMorgan Chase (9/ 1 9/20 1 2). 

1/23/2012 email from Jamie Dimon, JPMorgan Chase, to John Hogan, JPMorgan Chase, and 
others, “APPROVAL NEEDED; JPMC 95% iOQ VaR One-Off Limit Approval ” JPM-CiO-PSI 
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The temporary limit increase in the bankwide VaR limit provided 
immediate relief to the CIO by enabling its traders to take on more risk 
in their gamble to overcome an unprecedented cascade of losses in the 
SCP which had begun earlier in January.®’^ On January 23, 2012, the 
same day the VaR limit was raised, the SCP recorded a loss of $15 
million.’’^ The next day, the CIO trader charged with managing the 
Synthetic Credit Portfolio, Bruno Iksil, wrote in an internal document 
that by January 24* the book had begun to “lose money in an 
uncontrollable way.”^’’ Altogether, during the last nine days in January, 
the SCP incurred losses every day, totaling in excess of $75 million.’’* 

Mr. Weiland, the CIO Chief Market Risk Officer, told the 
Subcommittee that the CIO traders responded to the SCP losses by 
making a decision to purchase the long side of a variety of credit 
derivatives, collecting the equivalent of insurance premiums from their 
short counterparties, and using those incoming cash premiums - which 
they called “carry” - to offset some of the losses.’” In addition, just as 
short positions decline in value during a market rally, long positions 
increase in value during a market rally. Thus, there was a dual benefit to 
going long: generating carry, but also allowing the CIO to post mark-to- 
market profits on the long positions, both of which the CIO could use to 
offset the mark-to-market losses on the SCP’s short positions. The CIO 
traders were able to carry out that trading strategy - go long - because 
Mr. Dimon and Mr. Hogan had temporarily increased the VaR limit and 
allowed the additional credit derivative purchases. 

By January 27, 2012, the SCP’s rapid purchase of long 
positions'”’ were threatening yet another breach of the bankwide VaR 


0001337. See also 1/25/2012 email from Ina Drew, CIO, to MRM Reporting and others, 
“ACTION NEEDED: CIO Intemational-One-off Limits Approval, JPM-CIO-PSI 0000157-158 
(containing Ms. Drew’s approval of the temporary increase in the CIO’s VaR limit); 2013 
JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, at 79 (“Messrs. Dimon and Hogan approved the temporary 
increase in the Firm-wide VaR limit, and Ms. Drew approved a temporary increase in CIO’s 1 0- 
Q VaR limit.”). 

For more information about these losses, see Chapter IV 

See chart, prepared by the Subcommittee and printed in Chapter IV, tracking SCP’s daily 
reported profit and loss (P&L) from January to May 15, 2012, derived from an OCC spreadsheet, 
OCC-SPI 00000299. Numbers do not reflect restated P&L figures after JPMorgan Chase’s 
restatement in July 2012. See also JPMorgan Chase & Co. Form 10-Q (for period ending 
9/30/2012), filed with the SEC (1 1/08/2012), at 10, 220, 

http://fiies.shareholder.com/downloads/ONE/2252595 1 97x0xS 19617-1 2-308/196 1 7/filing.pdf. 

Undated internal document authored by Bruno Iksil with his personal notes and comments on 
SCP trading activities from January to March 2012, JPM-CIO-PSI 0021879-917, at 882. 

See chart, prepared by the Subcommittee and printed in Chapter IV, tracking SCP’s daily 
reported profit and loss (P&L) from January to May 15, 2012, derived from an OCC spreadsheet, 
OCC-SPI-00000298-299. Numbers do not reflect restated P&L figures. 

Subcommittee interview of Peter Weiland, CIO (8/29/2012). 

See undated spreadsheet of trades produced by JPMorgan Chase in response to a 
Subcommittee request, JPM-CIO-PSI 0037501. See also 1/27/2012 email from Keith Stephan, 
CIO, to Irvin Goldman, CIO, and others, “Update on *old/curTent methodology VaR* increase 
for COB 27 Jan,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0000177. 
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limit, despite the temporarily higher limit. Mr. Stephan, chief market 
risk officer in London, informed the CIO’s Chief Risk Officer, Irvin 
Goldman, about what was happening: 

“CIO is over its temporary limit, and could cause the Firm to 
do the same. ... VaR has increased by +3mm [million], to 
$107. 6mm driven by increase in CDX IG S9 lOY index long 
risk'””' .... This is consistent w/ the VaR increases of the last 
several days ... wherein the VaR increases approx 1mm per 
billion of notional in IG9 lOy. ... We anticipate approval on 
Monday [January 30], and that the *new methodology 
should become the official firm submission from Monday, 
for 27 Jan COB [close of business].* Limit issues should 
therefore cease beginning from Monday.”'””^ 

In his email, Mr. Stephan explained that for every billion-dollar increase 
in the size of the SCP’s notional holdings of the IG9 long positions, its 
VaR score was increasing by $1 million. He also disclosed that the 
SCP’s long purchases had already caused a breach of the CIO’s 
temporarily increased VaR limit and was threatening to breach the new 
bankwide VaR limit as well. In addition, Mr. Stephan explained that the 
anticipated approval of the CIO’s new VaR model on Monday, January 
30, which was intended to apply to the most recent trading day, January 
27, should put an end to the VaR “limit issues.”'””^ 

By the end of the day on January 27, the SCP’s VaR totaled $125.7 
million,'””'' breaching the CIO’s temporary VaR limit of $105 million'””^ 
but not yet the bankwide limit of $140 million. The CIO traders 
continued their buying spree, expanding the size of the SCP and the 
CIO’s VaR. As the CIO’s VaR continued to climb, the documentation 
produced to the Subcommittee contains few emails, messages, or 
telephone calls asking whether the CIO’s trading strategy made sense. 
On January 28, 2012, Barry Zubrow, former Chief Risk Officer for 
JPMorgan Chase, did send an email to the CIO Chief Risk Officer Irvin 


1001 IG S9 lOY” and “IG9 lOy” refer to credit derivative indices acquired by the SCP. For 
more information about these indices, see Chapter 11. 

1/27/2012 email from Keith Stephan, CIO, to Irvin Goldman, CIO, and others, “Update on 
*old/current methodology VaR* increase for COB 27 Jan,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0000177, at 178 
[emphasis in the original]. 

JPMorgan Chase has explained that the purpose of the long positions was to offset the shorts 
and thereby reduce risk, in lieu of unwinding the short positions. However, according to 
JPMorgan Chase’s own internal documents, the purchases of the long positions at the end of 
January themselves raised VaR instead of lowering it. Therefore, it is difficult to see how 

JPMorgan Chase could have believed the long positions were, in fact, reducing the risk 
associated with the short positions. 

See 5/2012 JPMorgan Chase spreadsheet of VaR levels in the Synthetic Credit Portfolio, 
FDICPROD-0024286. 

1/23/2012 email from Ina Drew, CIO, to MRM Reporting, and others, “ACTION NEEDED: 
CIO Global lOQ VaR Limit One-off Limit Approval,” JPM-CIO-PSLH 0002880. 
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Goldman and the bank Chief Risk Officer John Hogan asking: “Why is 
the CIO VAR so elevated?” but took no further action to evaluate the 
CIO trading strategy causing the VaR increase. Even if the existing 
VaR model was viewed as overstating the risk, at a minimum the 
precipitous upward trend in the CIO’s VaR should have given bank 
management pause. Ms. Drew conceded as much to the 
Subcommittee.'®®* 

(e) Winning Approval of the New VaR Model 

On January 30, 2012, the CIO won bank approval of its new VaR 
model.'®®® The impact of the new model was even greater than the 44% 
described in the emails to firm management: it immediately reduced the 
CIO’s VaR by 50%, from $132 million to $66 million.'®'® 

JPMorgan Chase told the Subcommittee that the change in the CIO 
VaR model was not motivated by a desire to give the CIO traders more 
room to take risk.'®" However, the evidence is clear that the January 
2012 pressure to expedite approval of the model change was motivated 
by the CIO traders’ desire to end the CIO’s VaR breach and produce a 
much lower VaR, which then enabled them to take on more risk. An 
OCC model expert told the Subcommittee that it was “no coincidence” 
that the CIO’s new VaR model was implemented at the same time the 
CIO traders were increasing their acquisitions; rather, instituting the new 
VaR model was part of the trading strategy.'®'^ Mr. Dimon 
acknowledged as much during his testimony before Congress when, in 
discussing the SCP losses, he stated: “In January, the new model was 
put in place that allowed them to take more risk and it contributed to 
what happened.”'®'* 

JPMorgan Chase has acknowledged to the Subcommittee that the 
internal approval process for the new CIO VaR model was “hurried.”'®'"' 
All of the bank’s VaR models were supposed to be reviewed and 


1006 ]/2g/2012 email from Barry Zubrow, JPMorgan Chase, to John Hogan, JPMorgan Chase and 
Irvin Goldman, CIO, “JPMC Firmwide VaR — Daily Update - COB 01/26/2012,” JPM-CIO-PSI- 
H 0002897. 

This trend was not visible to investors, because the change in the VaR model was not 
disclosed in JPMorgan Chase’s April 8-k filing. For more information, see Chapter VII. 

Subcommittee interview of Ina Drew, CIO (9/7/2012). 

See 1/30/2012 email from Ashish Dev, JPMorgan Chase, to Peter Weiland, CIO, “draft of the 
MRG review of the HVAR methodology for the CIO core credit books,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0000187. 

See undated spreadsheet of CIO iOQ VaR from 12/1/2011 to 5/10/2012, JPMC-Senate/Lcvin 
000155. 

Levin Office briefing by JPMorgan Chase (6/26/2012). 

Subcommittee interview of Michael Sullivan, OCC (11/7/2012). 

Testimony of Jamie Dimon, Chairman & CEO, JPMorgan Chase & Co., “A Breakdown in 
Risk Management: What Went Wrong at JPMorgmi Chase?” before the U.S. Senate Committee 
on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs, S.Hrg. 112-715 (June 13, 2012), 
htlp;//www.cq.com/doc/congressionaltranscripts-41 05471 . 

Subcommittee briefing by JPMoigan Chase (8/15/2012) (Greg Baer). 
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approved by its internal Model Review Group, which was part of its risk 
division.'®'^ When the bank’s Model Review Group undertook its 
evaluation of the CIO’s new VaR model, it found a number of 
operational and mathematical problems and asked the developers to 
provide action plans to address the problems as well as provide dates for 
when the action plans would be completed.'®'® No dates were set for 
completing the action plans, however,'®'^ and the action plans were, in 
fact, never completed.'®'* A later OCC internal review described the 
action plans as identifying essential requirements that should have been 
completed before the model was placed into use.'®'® 

In addition, the Subcommittee was told that, normally, a new 
model is run concurrently with an existing model for several months to 
evaluate how the new model performs and examine any diverging 
results between the two.'®^® When asked about testing, JPMorgan Chase 
responded that the question “touched a nerve,” and the bank was “not 
proud” of the inadequate backtesting performed in this situation.'®^' The 
Subcommittee found no evidence that the Model Review Group 
expressed any concerns at the time about how and why the new model 
produced such dramatically lower VaR results for the SCP’s trading 
activity compared to the prior model. Mr. Hagan told the Subcommittee 
that the 50% drop in the CIO’s VaR results was surprising and “very 
significant,” yet at the time the new VaR totals went unchallenged.'®^^ 

Despite the operational problems identified by the Model Review 
Group and the obvious questions raised by the new VaR model results, a 
lax approval process at the bank allowed the model to be put Into effect 
immediately, prior to the specified corrective actions being completed. 
Bank and CIO personnel agreed in an email that “if [the] January tests 
look all right, we should go ahead and implement the new model even 
before the MRG [Model Review Group] review is completed.”'®^® On 

Subcommittee interview of C.S, Venkatakrishnan, JPMorgan Chase (10/25/2012). 

See, e.g., 1/25/2012 email from Dan Pirjol, JPMorgan Chase, to Patrick Hagan, CIO, and 
others, “dral^ of the MRG review of the HVAR methodology for the CIO core credit books,” 
JPM CIO-PSI 0000190-191. 

See 1/27/2012 email from Keith Stephan, CIO, to Dan Pirjol, JPMorgan Chase, and others, 
“draft of the MRG review of the HVAR methodology for the CIO core credit books,” JPM CIO- 
PSI 0000189. 

Subcommittee briefing by JPMorgan Chase (8/15/2012); 2013 JPMorgan Chase Task Force 
Report, at 127. 

Subcommittee interview of Michael Sullivan, OCC (8/20/2012); 12/12/2012 OCC 
Supervisory Letter to JPMorgan Chase, “CIO Oversight and Governance Examination,” PSI- 
OCC-i8-000001 [Sealed Exhibit]. 

Subcommittee interview of C.S. Venkatakrishnan, JPMorgan Chase (10/25/2012). 

Levin Office briefing by JPMorgan Chase (6/26/2012) (Greg Baer). See also 2013 
JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, at 104 (stating that the MRG did not compare the two 
model results at all) and 123 (stating the Model Review Group “perfomied only limited back- 
testing of the model,” because the CIO “lacked the data necessary for more extensive back- 
testing”). 

Subcommittee interview of Patrick H^an. CIO (2/7/2013). 
io 2 j 1/27/2012 email Ifom Ashish Dev, JPMorgan Chase, to Peter Weiland, CIO, and others, 
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January 30, 2012, Ashish Dev, a member of the Model Risk and 
Development Group reporting to Mr. Venkatakrishnan informed CIO 
Chief Market Risk Officer Peter Weiland that the new VaR model was 
approved.'*’^'* 

Documents obtained by the Subcommittee show that the bank did 
send contemporaneous copies of its internal emails to the OCC about the 
proposed VaR model change. Despite those emails, the OCC asked no 
questions and took no steps to investigate the new model at the time it 
was approved by the bank for use by the CIO. A review conducted by 
the OCC subsequent to the SCP trading losses identified failures in the 
model review process. A November 6, 2012 OCC Supervisory Letter 
stated that one “Matter Requiring Attention” was that “[t]he bank was 
using several VAR models that were not properly reviewed internally 
and others did not receive required regulatory approval.”'®^^ The OCC 
concluded that JPMorgan Chase’s “VaR Model risk management is 
weak and constitutes an unsafe and unsound banking practice.”'®^® 

(f) Using the New VaR Model to Increase Risk 

As soon as it was approved internally, the new model produced a 
dramatically lower VaR for the CIO. On January 27, 2012, for example, 
the same day the new VaR model took effect, the CIO’s VaR was $66 
million, whereas under the prior model, its VaR was S132 million.'®^’ 

Mr. Hagan told the Subcommittee, when shown emails predicting 
that his new VaR model would lower the CIO’s VaR results by 44%, 
that the CIO traders were “dreaming.”'®^* When informed that on the 
first day the model was implemented, it actually reduced the CIO’s VaR 
results by 50%, he mouthed the word “wow,” said he was “very 
surprised,” and characterized it as a “very significant” reduction that he 
didn’t know about at the time.'®^’ 

The sizeable difference between the two figures - the VaR 
remained between 30 and 50% lower than it would have been under the 


“draft of the MRG review of the HVAR methodology for the CIO core credit books,” JPM-CIO- 
PSI 0000187. 

1/30/2012 email from Ashish Dev, JPMorgan Chase, to Peter Weiland, CIO, “draft of the 
MRG review of the HVAR methodology for the CIO core credit books,” JPM-CIO-PSi 00001 87. 
See also 2013 JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, at 126 (stating new VaR model was 
authorized by the MRG on January 30, and received “[f]ormal approval” on February 1, 2012). 
11/6/2012OCC Supervisory Letter to JPMorgan Chase, “Examination of VaR Model Risk 

Management,” at 2, PSI-OCC-17-000019 [Sealed Exhibit]. 

1026 

See undated spreadsheet of CIO lOQ VaR from 12/1/2011 to 5/I0/20I2, JPMC-Senate/Levin 
000155. This spreedsheet also indicated that, on April 6, 2012, the new VaR was $68 million and 
the prior VaR was $192 million. Id. 

Subcommittee interview of Patrick Hagan, CIO (2/7/2013). 

1029 
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prior model - continued until the new VaR model was abandoned in 
May 2012.'°^' The following chart shows the calculations produced by 
the new VaR model compared to the previous model and the CIO VaR 
limit.‘“^ 


Value-at-Risk for the Chief Investment Office (CIO 
Global lOQ VaR) 

250 , 000,000 — - - — - — — 




Source: Subcommittee chart created from data provided by JPMorgan Chase, 
JPMC-Senate/Levin 000155-6. 


The chart shows, not only the wide discrepancy between the two 
VaR models, but also that the old model produced much higher VaR 
numbers for the CIO than the new model. The chart also shows that, 
beginning in mid-January, the old VaR model would have shown the 
CIO as consistently and continuously in breach of its VaR limit, while 
the new model showed no breach at all through May 2012. In addition, 
the old VaR model would have shown the CIO in breach of the 
bankwide VaR limit in February, March, April, and May. 

(g) Failing to Lower the VaR Limit 


When JPMorgan Chase approved the CIO’s new VaR model on 
January 30, 2012, it should have acted at the same time, but did not, to 
lower the CIO’s VaR limit. As a consequence, the new model enabled 


Subcommittee chart created from data provided by JPMorgan Chase, JPMC-Senate/Levin 
000155-6; Levin Office briefing by JPMorgan Chase (7/5/2012) (Greg Baer). 

See 5/10/2012 “Business Update Call,” JPMorgan Chase transcript, at 2, 
http://i. mktw.net/_newsimages/pdf/jpm-conference-cali.pdf (Mr. Dimon: “In the first quarter, we 
implemented a new VAR model, which we now deemed inadequate. And wc went back to the 
old one, which had been used for the prior several years, which we deemed to be more 
adequate.”); 5/12/2012 email from Peter Weiland, CIO, to John Hogan, CIO, and others, “NON 
IB VaR Bandbreak Summary Report - CIB 4/30/2012,” JPM-CiO-PSI 0007884. 

1032 prepared by the Subcommittee using data provided by JPMorgan Chase, 

JPMC-Senate/Levin 000155-6. 
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the CIO to engage in substantial additional risky trading without 
violating its own or the bankwide VaR limit. The end result was that, 
when the CIO triggered the VaR limit breaches in January, rather than 
remove the offending credit derivative positions to reduce the amount of 
risk in the SCP, JPMorgan Chase removed the brakes instead. 

JPMorgan Chase told the Subcommittee that a “recommendation” 
had been made to lower the CIO’s VaR limit from $95 million to $70 
million at the time the new model was approved, but that limit change 
was not made.'°^^ When asked why not, Ms. Drew explained that 
“everything can’t happen at once,” and “models get changed all the 
time.”'“^ 


As Mr. Dimon acknowledged during his Congressional testimony, 
the change in the VaR model allowed the CIO traders to take on more 
risk. However, the model change is not alone responsible for the SCP’s 
growing risk: the bank’s failure to adopt a limit appropriate to the model 
change represents an additional failure in its risk management. 

JPMorgan Chase told the Subcommittee that the failure to impose 
a new VaR limit in January was a consequence of the fact that the CIO 
was then in the process of reconsidering all of its limits across its entire 
complement of risk metrics, and that its VaR limit was already due to be 
considered in March. In addition, Mr. Goldman told the 
Subcommittee that when he assumed the role of Chief Risk Officer of 
the CIO in January, he initiated a review of all of the CIO’s risk metrics 
at that time, but did not implement new risk limits due to the ongoing 
process to review them.'°^ At the end of March, the CIO’s Risk 
Operating Committee received a presentation regarding a new “proposed 
limits framework,” but planned additional weeks of review, leaving both 
the new VaR model and the old VaR limit in place. Mr. Dimon told 
the Subcommittee that a discussion as to whether the VaR limit should 
have been lowered at the same time as the VaR model change should 
have taken place. The OCC Examiner-in-Charge at JPMorgan Chase 
told the Subcommittee that he would have expected the firm to 


Subcommittee briefing by .TPMorgan Chase (8/15/2012); 3/8/2012 email from Ashley Bacon, 
JPMorgan Chase, to John Hogan, JPMorgan Chase, Peter Weiland, CIO, and others, “Firmwide 
VaR overlimit,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0000379 (“Also CIO is contemplating a possible reduction in 
VaR limit to $70 mil (factored in here but not yet agreed.)”). 

Subcommittee interview of Ina Drew, CIO (9/7/2012). 

Subcommittee briefing by JPMorgan Chase (8/15/2012). 

Subcommittee interview of Irvin Goldman, CIO (9/15/2012). 

The CIO Risk Operating Committee Minutes noted that the “proposed limits framework was 
presented to the committee noting that a full overhaul of all limits is underway. Over the next 
few weeks the limits will be discussed with the individual regions and presented back to the 
group for approval.” See 3/28/2012, "CIO Risk Operating Committee Minutes - March 28th, 
2012,” JPMorgan Chase document produced to the OCC, OCC-SPI-00004734. 

Subcommittee interview of Jamie Dimon, JPMoi^an Chase (9/19/2012). 
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“recalibrate” the VaR limit given the major decline in the VaR resulting 
from the model change.'”® But the limit was not lowered. 

After the new VaR model was put in place, the CIO traders 
increased the size of the SCP. Mr. Iksil, who headed the SCP trading 
strategy, later looked back on the SCP debacle and explained that he had 
wanted to take the SCP book even “longer” in January, but could not 
due in part to the VaR limit: “the need to reduce VaR - RWA ... 
prevented the book from being long risk enough.”'"'"' Once the VaR 
was removed as an obstacle, Mr. Iksil, in fact, purchased substantially 
more long credit derivatives and caused the SCP book to change from a 
net short to a net long position. On January 31, 2012, the day after the 
new VaR model was approved, he told his supervisor, Mr. Martin- 
Artajo: “[W]e set the book for long risk carry. ... I hope I did right. 

Let me know your thoughts.”'"'" 

At the end of 201 1, the SCP contained synthetic credit derivatives 
whose net notional value totaled over $5 1 billion. By the end of March 
2012, that total was o ver S 1 57 billion. That tripling of the size of the 
SCP would not have been possible without the new VaR model which 
allowed the CIO to increase its trades and risk without breaching its VaR 
limit. Notwithstanding accumulations in positions that the traders 
themselves considered “huge,”'"'*^ the CIO never breached its VaR limit 
after the model change. In April 2012, Mr. Stephan discovered that the 
CIO was then on the verge of pushing the entire bank to the brink of 
another VaR breach, even though the CIO itself remained within its own 
limit because of the model change. In an April 1 8, 2012, email to Mr. 
Maoris, Mr. Stephan wrote: 

“FYI - we discovered an issue related to the VAR market 
data used in the calculation .... This means our reported 
standalone var for the five business days in the period 10-16"' 

April was understated by appr[o]x[imately] $10m[illion] .... 

The unfortunate part is the firm is running close to its limit 
(CIO is within it[s] limit as it stands).”'"'' 


Subcommittee interview of Scott Waterhouse, OCC (9/17/2012). 
i04o 3/29/2012 email from Bruno Iksil, CIO, to Javier Martin-Artajo, CIO, “First draft of the 
presentation,” with attachment entitled “CIO Synthetic Credit Update ” at slide entitled “Core 
Credit Book: Summary,” at 6, JPM-CIO-PSI 0001247. 

1/31/2012 email from Bruno Iksil, CIO, to Javier Martin-Artajo, CIO, “hello, quick update in 
core credit,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0001229. 

1042 3/29/2012 email from Bruno Iksil, CIO, to Javier Martin-Artajo, CIO, “First draft of the 
presentation,” with attachment entitled “CIO Synthetic Credit Update,” at slide entitled “Core 
Credit Book: summary,” at 1, JPM-CIO-PSI 00001247 (“the book is huge”). 
iD43 4/jg/2012 email ftom Keith Stephan, CIO, to Achilles Maoris, CIO, and others, “CIO VaR,” 
JPM-CIO-PSI 0001205. 
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The OCC told the Subcommittee that if the new VaR model 
approval had not been hurried in January, the CIO traders would have 
been forced to “derisk” rather than load up with new risk.''’'*'' The OCC 
said that when the pressure mounted in late January to address the SCP 
losses, that was precisely when the model reviewers should have held 
firm instead of activating a flawed model intended primarily to 
artificially lower the CIO’s risk profile and give its traders more room to 
purchase even higher risk instruments. 

(h) Operating and Implementation Failures 

The bank made the new CIO VaR model effective as of January 27, 
2012. Once it was in place, however, serious operational and 
implementation problems gave rise to understated VaR results, which 
continued undetected for months. 

Mr. Hagan told the Subcommittee that he was personally charged 
with implementing and running the VaR model for the CIO.'**''^ He said 
that one of the key problems was that he was never given sufficient 
funds to construct a database to feed trading data into the CIO’s VaR 
model on an automated basis. Instead, he said that he had to manually 
enter data into multiple spreadsheets each trading day, which often took 
hours. He said that the amount of data entry and problems with how the 
spreadsheets integrated that data produced faulty VaR results which he 
did not detect until April or May 2012.'®''® 

The 20 1 3 JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report summarized the 
operational and implementation problems with the new CIO VaR model 
as follows; 

“[T]he model was approved despite operational problems. 

The Model Review Group noted that the VaR computation 
was being done on spreadsheets using a manual process and 
it was therefore ‘error prone’ and ‘not easily scalable.’ 

Although the Model Review Group included an action plan 
requiring CIO to upgrade its infrastructure to enable the VaR 
calculation to be automated contemporaneously with the 
model’s approval, the Model Review Group had no basis for 
concluding that the contemplated automation would be 
possible on such a timetable. Moreover, neither the Model 
Review Group nor CIO Risk followed up to determine 
whether the automation had in fact taken place. . . . 


Subcommittee interview of Michael Sullivan, OCC (8/30/2012). 
Subcommittee interview of Patrick Hagan, CIO (2/7/2013). 

1046 y 
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CIO’s implementation of the model was flawed. CIO relied 
on the model creator [Patrick Hagan], who reported to the 
front office, to operate the model. Data were uploaded 
manually without sufficient quality control. Spreadsheet- 
based calculations were conducted with insufficient controls 
and frequent formula and code changes were made. 

Inadequate information technology resources were devoted to 
the process. Contrary to the action plan contained in the 
model approval, the process was never automated.”’®"^^ 

Still another problem was that the new VaR model included an 
unapproved model component designed by Mr. Hagan, but never tested 
or approved by the Model Risk Group,'®'^* as well as calculation errors 
involving hazard rates and correlation estimates that improperly lowered 
the VaR results.'®''^ 

In other words, a critical risk model for a portfolio containing 
hundreds of billions of dollars of financial instruments, operated by the 
man who developed the model at the behest of the portfolio manager, 
included flawed and untested components, and depended upon manual 
uploads of key trading data daily for its calculations. This untested, 
unautomated, error-prone VaR model was nevertheless put into place at 
a bank renowned for its risk management. 

At the time it was implemented, the new VaR model produced no 
objections from the bank’s regulators. Later, however, after the agency 
conducted an intensive review of the VaR model and learned of the 
operational problems, the OCC head capital markets examiner told the 
Subcommittee that the bank’s poor implementation efforts were 
“shocking” and “absolutely unacceptable.”''*^’’ 

In May 2012, four months after activating it, JPMorgan Chase 
revoked the CIO’s new VaR model and replaced it with the prior model. 
Four months after that, JPMorgan Chase revised the VaR model used for 
the CIO for a third time.'**^' The newest VaR model “resulted in a 
reduction to average fixed income VaR of $26 million, average Total IB 
[Investment Bank] VaR of $26 million, average CIO VaR of $17 million, 
and average Total VaR of $36 million” for the third quarter of 2012.'”’^ 
Bank officials told the Subcommittee that the new VaR model had the 


2013 JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, at 105. 

ld„at 125, 128. 

Id., at 128 (explaining that this error “likely had the effect of muting volatility by a factor of 
two and of lowering the VaR”). 

Subcommittee briefing by OCC (3/4/2013) (Fred Crumlish). 

See JPMorgan Chase & Co. Form 10-Q for period ending 9/30/2012, filed with the SEC 
( 1 1 /08/20 1 2), at 22, http://files.sharehQlder.com/downloads/QNE/2252595 1 97x0xS 19617-12" 
308/19617/filine.pdf 
'““id., at 98. 
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effect of reducing the bank’s overall VaR by 20%.'®^^ This action by the 
bank indicates that lowering VaR results by changing the VaR model is 
part of an ongoing pattern at JPMorgan Chase. 

(2) Ignoring Comprehensive Risk Measure 

The VaR was not the only risk metric that flagged the increasing 
risk in the Synthetic Credit Portfolio; nor was it the only risk metric that 
was disregarded. Another example of a risk metric that was triggered 
but disregarded by CIO traders, risk personnel, and management alike is 
the Comprehensive Risk Measure, or CRM. After the SCP exploded in 
size at the beginning of 2012, the portfolio’s CRM projected, at the end 
of February 2012, that the SCP risked annual losses totaling $6.3 billion. 
A key CIO risk manager immediately dismissed the CRM figure as 
“difficult for us to imagine” and “garbage.” The CIO’s senior risk 
analyst also attacked the CRM model as inaccurate and sought to game 
the method used to determine which SCP assets would be subjected to 
that model in order to produce the “optimal” - meaning lowest possible 
- CRM and RWA totals for the SCP. 

(a) Background 

CRM, like VaR, produces a dollar figure representing potential 
losses. While VaR quantifies possible losses over the course of day in 
the context of ordinary markets, CRM quantifies possible losses over the 
course of a year in markets undergoing a high level of stress. As the 
bank’s top quantitative analyst told the Subcommittee, CRM represents 
how much money a portfolio can lose in a worst case scenario over the 
course of a year, with a 99% level of confidence. 

Along with VaR and several other risk metrics, CRM is a key 
component used to calculate a bank’s overall Risk Weighted Assets 
(RWA) which, in turn, is used to determine how much capital the bank is 
required to have on its books to absorb any losses generated by those 
assets.'®^^ The CRM metric was created by Basel 2.5, “a complex 
package of international rules that imposes higher capital charges on 
banks for the market risks they run in their trading books, particularly 
credit-related products.”'®’® Basel 2.5 established four new risk 
measures to help calculate RWA: 


Subcommittee briefing by JPMorgan Chase (1/28/13) (Neila Radin). 

'^’'’Subcommittee interview of C. S. Venkatakrishnan, JPMorgan Chase (10/25/2012). Anew 
Federal regulation, that took effect on January 1, 2013, defines CRM as a measure of risk “over a 
one-year time horizon at a one-tail, 99.9 percent confidence level, either under the assumption of 
a constant level of risk, or under the assumption of constant positions.” See S/30/2012, .loint 
Final Rule, “Risk-Based Capital Guidelines: Market Risk,” Federal Register, at 53106, 
http://www.gpo.gOv/fdsys/pkg/FR-2012-08-30/pdf/2012-16759.pdf 
Subcommittee briefing by JPMorgan Chase (8/15/2012). 

1056 5/J4/201 2 “Basel 2,5 Increases The Squeeze On Investment Banking Returns,” Standard & 
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. “A stressed value-at-risk (SVaR) model, which adds to the 
VaR-based capital requirements in Basel II. SVaR is intended 
to capture more adequately the potential consequences of 
more volatile market conditions than those encountered in the 
historical prices on which their VaR models are based. 

• The incremental risk charge (IRC), which aims to capture 
default and credit migration risk. 

. New standardized charges for securitization and 
resecuritization positions. 

. The comprehensive risk measure (CRM) for correlation 
trading positions, which assesses default and migration risk of 
the underlying exposures.”'”^^ 

Because these measures were relatively new,'*’^* JPMorgan Chase’s 
revised RWA model, together with its component CRM model, were put 
into effect for the first time in 201 1, and were still being evaluated and 
fine-tuned in 2012.'°^® In addition, some business segments, like the 
CIO, were attempting either to modify the bankwide models or win 
approval to use their own variations. 

At the CIO, CRM was used to measure risk and capital 
requirements related to credit tranche positions and their associated 
hedges. While CRM is a component of RWA and thus used to 
determine capital requirements, Mr. Venkatakrishnan told the 
Subcommittee that it can also be used to gauge the risk of a portfolio.''’^^ 

(b) Challenging the CRM Results 

JPMorgan Chase applied the CRM risk metric to the Synthetic 
Credit Portfolio beginning in 2011.'*'*^ In December 2011, the bank 
decided to combine the CIO’s CRM results with those of the Investment 
Bank, which “produced a diversification benefit” and lowered the CRM 
totals for both.’®®'' In January 2012, however, the CIO’s CRM totals 
suddenly began to skyrocket. On January 4, CRM was calculated at 


Poors publication, https;//www.standardandpoors.com/ratings/artic!es/en/us/?articleType= 
HTML&assetID=1245334380388. 

Id. 

See 2/2011 “Revisions lo the Basel II Market Risk Framework,” Basel Committee on 
Banking Supervision, http://www.bis.org/publ/bcbsl93.pdf. 

Subcommittee interview of John Hogan and Ashley Bacon, JPMorgan Chase (9/4/2012). 
See, e.g., 12/22/2011 email from Javier Martin Artajo, CIO, to Ina Drew, CIO, and 
others, “RWA - Tranche Book ” JPM-CIO-PSI 0000032 (advocating a change in the QR 
CRM model to produce an estimated $5 billion reduction in the SCP’s RWA total); 
Subcommittee interview of Patrick Hagan, CIO (2/7/2013). 

Subcommittee interview of C.S. Venkatakrishnan, JPMorgan Chase (10/25/2012). 

1062 

Subcommittee interview of Peter Weiland, CIO (8/29/2012). 

See 1/9/2012 email from Keith Enfield, CIO, to Achilles Macris, CIO, and others, “CRM 
Results for Q4,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0000085. See also 1/9-10/2012 email exchanges among CIO 
personnel, “CRM results for Q4,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0000083-84. 
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SI. 966 billion.’'**'^ On January 11, it was $2,344 billion.''**’*’ On January 
18, it reached $3,154 billion.'“^ 

As discussed earlier and as outlined in more detail in Chapter 111, 
on December 22, 2011, Javier Martin-Artajo sent an email to Ina Drew 
recommending that the SCP’s RWA be reduced primarily by modifying 
the models used to calculate the CIO’s RWA.''**® The largest single 
reduction he advocated was a change in the model for calculating CRM, 
which is a key component of RWA. His email stated that changing the 
CRM model could reduce the CIO’s overall RWA by as much as $5 
billion.''’*''* 

Patrick Hagan, the CIO’s lead quantitative expert, told the 
Subcommittee that, at the direction of Mr. Martin-Artajo, his supervisor, 
he had begun work on developing a new CRM model for the CIO during 
the summer of 2011.''’™ He confirmed to the Subcommittee that he 
provided the estimate that the new CRM model he was developing could 
lower the CIO’s RWA by $5 billion. 

As explained above, a few weeks later, on January 1 8, 2012, Mr. 
Iksil provided a written presentation to Ms. Drew and others related to 
reducing the SCP’s RWA. The presentation showed that, while the 
bank’s standard “QR” model produced a CIO RWA of $40.3 billion, an 
RWA model - a “shadow model” in Mr. Weiland’s words''’™ - 
developed by the CIO would produce an RWA of just $20.9 billion, a 
reduction of nearly 50%.'“™ In addition, Mr. IksiTs presentation 
projected that if the QR model prevailed, and the SCP had to be actively 
reduced in size, it would cost $590 million; whereas, if the CIO model 
prevailed, reduction of the portfolio could cost as little as $100 
million.''’™ These projections show that the CIO had a strong incentive 


1065 3/2/2012 email from Kevin Krug, JPMorgan Chase, to Peter Weiland, CIO, and others, “CIO 
CRM Results,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0000338-339, at 339. 

1066 jd. 

Id. See also 3/8/2012, email from Javier Martin-Artajo, CIO, to Ina Drew, CIO, and others, 
“CIO CRM Results,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0008773-775, at 775; 3/22/2012 email from C.S. 
Venkatakrishnan, JPMorgan Chase, to Bruce Broder, JPMorgan Chase, “Privileged and 
Confidential,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0036179-181, at 180-181. 

See 12/22/2011 email from Javier Martin-Artajo, CIO, to Ina Drew, CIO, and John Wilmot, 
CIO, “RWA ~ Tranche Book,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0000032-034, at 033 . See also 12/22/2012 email 
from Javier Martin-Artajo, CIO, to Bruno Iksil, Patrick Hagan, Julien Grout and Samir Ratel, 

CIO, “urgent : Rwa,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0001227 (listing similar “model reductionjs]”). 

See 12/22/2011 email from Javier Martin-Artajo, CIO, to Ina Drew and John Wilmot, CIO, 
“RWA - Tranche Book,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0000032-034, at 033 (“Model reduction QR CRM 
(ackno[w]ledged already) 5 (Pat [Hagan] estimate),”). 

Subcommittee interview of Patrick Hagan, CIO (2/7/2013). 

, 07 , 

Subcommittee interview of Peter Weiland, CIO (8/29/2012). 

See 1/18/2012 email from Bruno Iksil to Julien Grout, CIO, “Meeting materials for Ham 
meeting,” conveying a presentation entitled, “Core Credit Book Highlights,” prepared by Mr. 
Iksil, JPM-CIO-PSI 0000098-104. 

Id. 
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to see its shadow RWA model approved, including its revised method for 
calculating CRM. 

Soon after the January 1 8 presentation, however, the bank’s QR 
team experienced technical difficulties and did not provide new CRM 
results for the CIO for five weeks. CRM results for the CIO were not 
calculated again until the beginning of March. At that time, the QR 
team calculated the CRM for CIO positions as of February 22, 2012. 

The result was the $6.3 billion total, rmresenting an increase of more 
than 300% in less than seven weeks. 

On March 1, 2012, Mr. Macris emailed Mr. Martin-Artajo to 
discuss the SCP’s dilemma when confronting an increased CRM; “If we 
need to [ajctually reduce the book, we will not be able to defend our 
positions.”'”^® His statement expressed the concern, examined in 
Chapter III, that credit derivative prices were not following historical 
norms; that the CIO had to continue trading in volume to prop up the 
value of its credit positions; and that reducing the SCP’s positions in 
order to reduce its RWA would cause the values to plummet. In the 
email, Mr. Macris offered a potential solution; “We need to win on the 
methodology The 2013 JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report 

explains; “This phrase refers to the traders’ goal ... to convince the 
Firm that it should change the methodology of the model used to 
calculate RWA for the Synthetic Credit Portfolio.”'*’*” Given the key 
role of CRM in calculating RWA, having to accept what the CIO traders 
saw as an inflated CRM would have been a major setback. 

On March 2, 201 2, a QR quantitative expert, Kevin Krug, who was 
responsible for running the CRM calculations, emailed Pete Weiland, the 
CIO’s Chief Market Risk Officer, with the CRM results for January and 
February.'”*' Mr. Weiland expressed surprise at the huge CRM figure 
and questioned the results; 


See 5/3/2012 email from Irvin Goldman, CIO, to Douglas Braunstein, JPMorgan Chase, and 
Others, “CSW 10%,” with attached JPMorgan Chase presentation entitled “CIO Synthetic Credit: 
Risk background information for upcoming meetings,” slide entitled “Capital Metrics History,” 
at 8, JPM-CIO-PSI-H 0000546-556, at 555 (“From late January through February model output 
was halted due to technology issues. . . . QR could not provide information for 5 weeks.”). 

See 3/2/2012 email exchanges among Peter Weiland, CIO, and Javier Martin-Artajo, CIO, 
and others, “CIO CRM Results,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0000338-339. See also 3/8/2012 email 
exchanges among Ina Drew, CIO, and Javier Matin-Artajo, CIO, and others, “CIO CRM 
Results,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0000373-375. 

See, e.g., 3/8/2012 email from Ina Drew, CIO, to Javier Martin-Artajo, CIO, and others, 
“CIO CRM Results,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0000373-375, at 374. See also 3/22/2012 email from C.S. 
Venkatakrishnan, JPMorgan Chase, to Bruce Broder, JPMorgan Chase, “Privileged and 
Confidential,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0036179-181, at 180-181. 

1078 3/1/2012 email from Achilles Macris, CIO, to Javier Martin-Artajo, CIO, “priorities,” JPM- 
CIO-PSI 0001219. 

1079 

1080 20 13 JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, at 39. 

1081 3/2/2012 email from Kevin Krug, JPMorgan Chase, to Peter Weiland, CIO, and others, “CIO 
CRM Results,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0000338. 
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“These results, if I understand them, suggest that there are 
scenarios where the CIO tranche book could lose $6 billion in 
one year. That would be very difficult for us to imagine 
given our own analysis of the portfolio.”'*’*^ 

Mr. Weiland forwarded the results to Mr. Martin- Artajo, head of the 
CIO’s equity and credit trading, stating: “We got some CRM numbers 
and they look like garbage as far as I can tell, 2-3x what we saw 
before.”'®*^ Mr. Weiland told the Subcommittee that by “garbage” he 
meant, not that the results were negative, but rather that they were 
unreliable. Faced with calculations that the Synthetic Credit 
Portfolio was much riskier than the traders had portrayed, Mr. Weiland's 
first reaction was to dismiss the risk metric and seek reassurance from 
the traders. 

In an effort to understand why the CRM results were much larger 
than expected, Mr. Weiland also contacted C.S. “Venkat” 
Venkatakrishnan, who was the new head of the bank’s Model Risk and 
Development Group and reported to Chief Risk Officer John Hogan. On 
March 7, 2012, Mr. Venkatakrishnan explained in an email to Ina Drew, 
John Hogan, Ashley Bacon, Irvin Goldman, and Peter Weiland that the 
$3 billion increase in the CRM metric was due primarily to the $33 
billion increase in the size of the CIO portfolio over the same period: 

“There are two related issues. The first is the $3b[illio]n 
increase in CRM RWA between January and February, from 
$3.1 bn to $6.3bn. The second is that your group believes that 
the absolute level of CRM RWA we calculate was high to 
begin with in Jan[uary]. The second question requires us to 
explain our models to the satisfaction of your team. I am in 
London and spoke with Javier today and we will make this an 
urgent matter. 

Based on our models, though, we believe that the $3bn 
increase in RWA is entirely explained by a $33bn notional 
increase in short protection (long risk) in your portfolio 
between Jan[uary] and Feb[uary]. ... 

Peter Weiland and your mid-office confirm this $33bn 
notional increase in long index risk. Further we both agree 
that this position change results in a change of about 


1082 3/2/2012 email from Peter Weiland, CIO, to Kevin Krug, JPMorgan Chase, and others, “CIO 
CRM Results,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0000338. 

S 083 3/2/2012 email from Peter Weiland, CIO, to Javier Martin- Artajo, CIO, and others, “CIO 
CRM Results,” JPM-CIO-PSI-0000338. 

Subcommittee interview of Peter Weiland, CIO (8/29/2012). 



381 


226 

$150mm[million] (a decrease) in 10%CSW. Per our models, 
a roughly 10% capital charge ($3bn) on this $33bn increase 
in risk is reasonable. 

Also, to be clear, there has been no model change on our end; 
the change in RWA for tranches has hardly changed over the 
month. 

I understand that we have to build your confidence in our 
models themselves but, given our models, we believe the 
increase in RWA is well explained by the build up in your 
risk positions.”"*** 

Mr. Venkatakrishnan attributed the increase in CRM directly to the 
additional long positions in the SCP, and denied any fault in the QR 
model. Ms. Drew emailed his explanation to Mr. Macris and Mr. 

Martin- Artajo, copying Mr. Goldman and Mr. Weiland, and added: “Not 
consistent with your take. Let’s discuss thurs.”'°*^ Expressing concern 
at the discrepancy, Mr. Macris forwarded the email exchange to Mr. 
Martin-Artajo appending the question: “what is going on here?”''**^ 

The next day, March 8, 2012, Mr. Martin-Artajo disputed Mr. 
Venkatakrishnan’s explanation of the CRM calculation in an email to 
Ms. Drew and Mr. Macris, copied to Mr. Goldman and Mr. Weiland. He 
denied that the portfolio had increased by $33 billion and also asserted 
that SCP’s Increased long index positions did not involve the type of 
credit tranche positions normally analyzed by the CRM: 

“The change in notional is not correct and the CRM is 
therefore too high. We need to understand better the way 
they are looking at the scenario that creates the CRM and we 
also disagree with them on this. More work in progress until 
we can understand how to improve the number™** but if the 
result of an increase is due to an increase in the long index 
but not on the tranches this makes no sense since this is not 
part of the CRM measure and once we reconcile the portfolio 
this should be very clear of what we would do. First, go back 
to the results of end of year so that we go to a more neutral 


1085 3/7/2012 email from C.S. Venkatakrishnan, JPMorgan Chase, to Ina Drew, CIO, and others, 
“CIO CRM Results,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0001815. 

1086 3/3/2012 email from Ina Drew, CIO, to Achilles Macris, CIO, and others, “CIO CRM 
Results,” ,IPM-CIO-PSI-000 1815, 

1087 j/ 8/2012 email from Achilles Macris, CIO, to Javier Martin-Artajo, CIO, “CIO CRM 
Results,” JPM-CIO-PSI-000 1815. 

Four months earlier, in December 2011, Mr. Martin-Artajo had advocated taking steps to 
change the model used to calculate CRM to produce a $5 billion reduction in the CIO’s RWA. 
See 1 2/22/20 1 1 email from Javier Martin-Artajo, CIO, to Ina Drew, CIO, and others, “RWA ~ 
Tranche Book,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0000032. 
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position before trying to do what we have done with the 

reduction of RWA due to VAR and StressVAR. (We are 

getting positive results here in line with expectations).”'”*’ 

This exchange reveals that when confronted with a metric signaling a 
huge increase in risk, the CIO manager responsible for the Synthetic 
Credit Portfolio not only disputed the metric, but also, as with the VaR 
results in January, questioned the model itself 

The CRM results signaling increasing risk in the SCP throughout 
January and February weren’t circulated within the bank until early 
March. But, even then, had the CIO heeded them, it would have been in 
time to prevent the disastrously large synthetic credit trades made in the 
second half of March which increased the portfolio’s risk and 
subsequent losses. But the CIO traders, risk personnel, and management 
discounted the CRM’s warning. They simply did not believe that the 
SCP could be risking a $6.3 billion loss. By the time Mr. 
Venkatakrishnan prevailed upon Ms. Drew to accept the accuracy of the 
bank’s CRM model, it was too late. 

(c) Gaming the CRM Model 

The CIO’s efforts to question the CRM results were not limited to 
challenging the accuracy of the $6.3 billion risk projection. The CIO 
also sought to game the method used to determine which assets in the 
Synthetic Credit Portfolio would be subjected to CRM analysis as well 
as to analysis using another key risk measure known as the Incremental 
Risk Charge or IRC. Like CRM, the IRC risk metric is used to calculate 
a bank’s Risk Weighted Assets (RWA) and its capital requirements.'”’” 

As mentioned earlier, all three of these risk metrics were relatively 
new. The bank’s Quantitative Research (QR) personnel completed work 
on new models to calculate CRM and IRC, as well as revised RWA 
outcomes in 201 1 , rolled them out bankwide that year, and were still 
fielding questions about the models and testing their accuracy.'”” 

On March 7, 2012, when the adverse CRM results for the SCP 
were first circulated, Patrick Hagan, the CIO’s head of quantitative 
analytics, sent an aggressive email to the QR criticizing the structure, 
mathematics, and merits of the new, bankwide CRM risk model. 
“Hoping that the model is somehow valid for extrapolating down to the 


1089 3/8/2012 email from Javier Martin-Artajo, CIO, to Ina Drew, CIO, and others, “CIO CRM 
Results,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0000371 . 

See, e.g., 12 C.F.R. Part 3, Appendix B (discussing calculation of both CRM and IRC), 
Subcommittee interview of John Hogan and Ashley Bacon, JPMorgan Chase (9/4/2012). 
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0.001 level risks is madness,” Mr. Hagan wrote, “the only conceivable 
excuse for it is institutional inertia.”'*’ ^ 

After meeting with the QR analysts who defended the model as 
accurate, Mr. Hagan changed his tactics. On March 14, he began a 
campaign to convince the QR to reduce the CIO’s CRM and IRC totals, 
not by modifying its models, but by establishing a system for 
“optimizing” which of the CIO’s credit derivative positions would be 
subject to the CRM calculation and which positions would be subject to 
the IRC calculation. 

While Federal regulators have allowed banks leeway in 
determining whether specific trading positions should be subject to the 
CRM or IRC calculation, the appropriate calculation to apply depends 
largely on the nature of the trades. According to Mr. Venkatakrishnan, 
credit tranche positions and their associated hedges should be subjected 
to the CRM calculation.'*’^'' He indicated that other, more liquid, credit 
derivative positions could appropriately undergo the IRC calculation. In 
practice, the CIO maintained two books, or “buckets,” inside the 
Synthetic Credit Portfolio: a tranche book that was subject to CRM, and 
an index book that was subject to IRC. 

Mr. Hagan sought to apply the CRM or IRC models to individual 
positions, not on the basis of which book they were in, or the nature of 
the trades, but rather on the basis of what arrangement would result in 
the lowest CRM and IRC totals and, therefore, the lowest RWA and the 
lowest capital charge for the bank. 

On March 21, 2012, Mr. Hagan outlined his approach in an email 
he sent to Mr. Goldman, Mr. Venkatakrishnan, and others, copying Mr. 
Martin-Artajo and Mr. Weiland. Under the subject heading, 

“Optimizing regulatory capital,” Mr. Hagan wrote: 

“To optimize the firm-wide capital charge, I believe we should 
optimize the split between the tranche and index books. The 
bank may be leaving $6.3bn [billion] on the table, much of 
which may be recoverable .... 

Here’s what I think can be done .... The split between the 
index book (subject to IRC) and the tranch[e] book (subject to 
CRM) should be a theoretical split, a matter of labeling for the 
capital calculations. If there is a natural split which helps us 


1092 3/7/2012 email from Patrick Hagan, CIO, to Javier Martin-Artajo, CIO, and others, “New 
CRM numbers,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0036342-344. 

See 3/7/2012 emails among QR personnel, “New CRM numbers,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0036342- 
344. 

Subcommittee interview of C.S. Venkatakrishnan, JPMorgan Chase (10/25/2012). 
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think about the positions, that’s different, but for the purposes 
of the capital calculation, the books should be combined and 
split on the optimal basis .... 

But the idea would be for QR [Quantitative Research] to find 
the value . . . which results in the minimum post- 
diversification capital charge for the bank as a whole .... 

The new rules have too many arbitrary factors of three for the 
regulatory capital to rationally reflect our risks. I don’t think 
we should treat this as a regulatory arbitrage. Instead we 
should treat the regulatory capital calculation as an exercise of 
automatically finding the best results of an immensely 
arbitrary and complicated formula.”'®’^ 

Mr. Hagan’s email expressed the concern, pervasive at the CIO, that the 
regulatory capital models overstated the risks in the SCP, that they 
produced arbitrarily high results, and that the traders knew better. Mr. 
Hagan sought to engineer a way to get the capital calculations to better 
reflect the opinion of the traders. 

Some recipients of Mr. Hagan’s email were apparently 
uncomfortable seeing in writing a strategy that depended in part on 
manipulating the grouping of trades to produce the lowest possible RWA 
and capital charges. That discomfort was expressed in recorded phone 
conversations with Mr. Hagan later that same day. Anil Bangia, a 
subordinate of Mr. Venkatakrishnan, called Mr. Hagan in London and 
warned him about sending the type of email he did:'®^® 

Mr. Bangia: “I think, the, the email that you sent out, I think 
there is a, just FYI, there is a bit of sensitivity around this 
topic. So-“ 

Mr. Hagan: “There, there is a lot of sensitivity.” 

Mr. Bangia: “Exactly, so I think what I would do is not put 
these things in email.” 

Mr. Hagan: “That’s exactly what I was told. Javier, Javier is 
the guy that asked me to send out the email this morning. And 
then he found out from, from Pete and - yeah, and he found 
out from some ~ and Irv that this is . . .” 


3/21/2012 email from Patrick Hagan CIO, to Irvin Goldman, CIO, and others, “Optimizing 
regulatory capital,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0011025-026. 

The call was at 10:42 Eastern Daylight Savings Time, because UK daylight savings time 
didn’t start until March 25, 2012. It was 2:42 Greenwich Mean Time, only four hours ahead, in 
London. 
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Mr. Bangia: “Yeah, yeah, I wouldn’t put this you know in 

>.1097 


Later that day, despite Mr. Bangia’s qualms about sending written 
communications on optimizing the CRM/IRC split, he nonetheless 
discussed pursuing the issue with Mr. Hagan: 


Mr. Hagan: “Hi Anil, this is Pat.” 

Mr. Bangia: “Hi Pat.” 

Mr. Hagan: “Um, you know that email that I should not 
have sent?” 


Mr. Bangia: “Um hum.” 

Mr. Hagan: “Have you read it? Is that a feasible thing to do 
or is that impossible?” 


Mr. Bangia: “Well it’s, in some ways it’s somewhat 
feasible, once we have a bit more of [indecipherable] 
development. So, a lot of the IRC tools that I was showing 
you are really based on a new model that is not in production 
yet. There is an old model that Bruce [Broder] has run, so 
that’s the official model. So that has a very different offline 
manual process that complicates things.” 


Mr. Hagan: “1 see.” 

Mr. Bangia: “And beyond that it’s a matter of also, how 
much you guys should do it independently versus what, how 
much we can actually do on optimizing it, right, so, there’s 
that side of that as well.” 


Mr. Hagan: “Yeah, I mean, the feeling from the risk 
managers was that . . . treating the capital charge is this 
incredibly complicated mathematical function that we’re, of 
course, going to optimize. And uh, they were less concerned 
about physically moving things from one physical book to 
another physical book.” 

Mr. Bangia: “Yeah. Yeah. I think we should also make 
sure we don’t oversell this in the sense that the stability of 


3/21/2012 recorded telephone conversation between Anil Bangia, JPMorgan Chase, and 
Patrick Hagan, CIO, JPM-CIO-PSI-A 0000089. 
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this, we have to see over time. So I, I would also not quote 
any numbers on how much we think we can save, right?” 

Mr. Hagan: “Yeah, the thing is I was hoping we could save 
about half that and that’s got to be split between the 
investment bank and us, so ...” 

Mr. Bangia: “Hmm.” 

Mr. Hagan: “It’s not clear, it’s not clear.” 

Mr. Bangia: “Yeah, yeah, it’s not clear.”"’^® 

The CIO’s Chief Market Risk Officer Peter Weiland also called Mr. 
Hagan; 

Mr. Weiland: “I keep getting banged up .... I know you’ve 
had some emails back and forth with Venkat and Anil or 
whoever on the optimization of the IRC and CRM and 
everything else. Everyone is very, very - 1 told this to Javier 
the other day but maybe he didn’t mention it to you - 
everyone is very, very sensitive about the idea - writing 
emails about the idea of optimizing 

Mr. Hagan: “I got that sort of mentioned. I’d say it was 
mentioned to me [laughter].” 

Mr. Weiland: “Okay, so, I don’t know, Irv just came by 
again and said. Oh, Venkat was telling me he got another 
email from Pat you know 

Mr. Hagan: “From me?” 

Mr. Weiland: “Maybe it’s from a couple of days ago, I 
don’t know, but .... if you’re sensitive to it, that’s all I 
wanted to know.” 

Mr. Hagan: “Okay.” 

Mr. Weiland: “So I think we can talk about, you know, 
allocation 

Mr. Hagan: “Okay, so nothing about allocation. I 
understand 


1098 3/21/2012 recorded telephone conversation between Patrick Hagan, CIO, and Anil Bangia, 
JPMorgan Chase, JPM-CIO-PSI-A 0000090. 
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Mr. Weiland: “Uh, you see, the work of the risk manager 
has very broad and unclear borders sometimes. Anyway 

Mr. Hagan: “Okay. I did write an email message. I didn’t 
realize it was sensitive to that extent .... Ah, it’ s all 
mathematics.” 

Mr. Weiland: Yeah, well that’s, you know, the funniest 

thing is, the first time that someone mentioned it to me I said, 
you know, ‘I’m sure that Pat just sees this as like a math 
problem, an interesting and a complicated math problem. 

And all this other crap that goes on about, like, the 
implications of regulatory arbitrage and stuff like that is like, 
completely boring’ [laughter].” 

Mr. Hagan: “—No it’s not that. I Just get annoyed when I 
see us creating risks when there were no risks 

Mr. Weiland: “Yeah, 1 know.” 

Mr. Hagan: that’s annoying. Ok, I understand the 

sensitivity. Tell Irv I’m sorry.” 

Over the next two weeks, Mr. Hagan worked with the QR analysts 
to come up with a way to categorize the CIO’s trades in a way that 
would reduce its CRM and IRC results. Ultimately, the bank reached a 
compromise with Mr. Hagan over how to split the portfolio between the 
tranche and index books. At the end of March, Mr. Hagan was allowed 
to design the initial split of the portfolio as it existed in order to optimize 
RWA, but once a trade was placed in either the tranche or index book, it 
had to stay there. ””” As new trades were made, the CIO would be 
allowed to categorize them in order to optimize RWA, but existing 
trades could not be re-categorized.”**' 

The CIO’s efforts to understand and influence the CRM, IRC, and 
RWA models continued into April 2012. In an email dated April 3, 
2012, Achilles Macrls informed Ina Drew that a QR analyst “is now in 
our office and he is 100% involved with the RWA projections of our 


1099 3/21/2012 recorded telephone conversation between Peter Weiland, CIO, and Patrick Hagan, 
CIO, JPM-CIO-PSI-A 0000091. 

Subcommittee interview of Patrick Hagan, CIO (2/7/2013). See also, 2/4/2012 email 
exchanges among QR personnel, CIO personnel, and Mr. Hagan, CIO, “Final split?” JPM-CIO-E 
00033939-941 . (“For perfect clarity, I am forwarding back what I understand has been selected 
as the final split. Please let me know if this is not the correct one. Otherwise, this is what we’ll 
proceed with.”). 

Subcommittee interview of Patrick Hagan, CIO (2/7/2013). 
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book and ways to bringing it lower.”"”^ Ms. Drew forwarded the email 
to the CIO’s Chief Financial Officer John Wilmot who responded: “I 
don’t get the sense of clarity that we know what is driving the RWA 
(economic risk versus VaR, stress VaR, CRM and IRC) or the p&l 
[profit and loss] - or more importantly that either will be manageable 
going forward.”' Mr. Wilmot also wrote: “We haven’t made the case 
of how this book runs off and whether risk can be managed 
effectively.”""'' 

A recent article sponsored by the International Monetary Fund on 
why RWA totals differ across countries and banks observed that, due to 
the great variance in RWA totals, “Confidence in reported RWAs is 
ebbing.”""^ It discussed a wide range of factors contributing to RWA 
variances, mentioning near the end of the article, almost in passing, 
allegations that financial institutions might be “gaming the system”: 

“The current set-up for RWA calculation leaves considerable scope 
for subjectivity and interpretation. Most banks rely on a 
combination of approaches to calculate RWAs, which inevitably 
brings complexity and opacity. Pillar 3 individual reports often 
refer to ‘model changes,’ ‘data cleansing,’ ‘RWA optimization,’ 
‘parameter update’ or other techniques that could suggest that 
banks may be ‘tampering’ with their RWAs in order to lower 
capital requirements. However, it is prudent to guard against any 
simplistic conclusion, and against inferring that any bank with a 
low RWA density is necessarily ‘gaming the system.’”""" 

At JPMorgan Chase, however, emails, telephone conversations, and 
internal presentations offer evidence that efforts to manipulate RWA 
results to artificially lower the bank’s capital requirements were both 
discussed and pursued by the bank’s quantitative experts. 


4/3/2012 email from Achilles Macris, CIO, to Ina Drew, CIO, no subject line, JPM-CIO-PSI 
0000497-498. 

U03 4/3/2012 email from John Wilmot, CIO, to Ina Drew, CIO, no subject line, JPM-CIO-PSI 
0000497. 

""“Id. 

nos 3/2012 “Revisiting Risk- Weighted Assets,” IMF Working Paper No. WP/12/90, Vanessa Le 
Lesle and Sofiya Avramova, at 4, http;//www.imf.org/extemal/pubs/ft/wp/2012/wp 1290 .pdf. 

""" Id., at 26. See also January 2013 “Regulatory consistency assessment programme (RCAP) - 
Analysis of risk-weighted assets for market risk,” Basel Committee on Banking Supervision 
(documenting wide RWA variances across banks and countries); “Banks’ Risk Measurements 
Rarely Off By Much More Than A Factor Of Ten,” Dealbreaker.com, Matt Levine (1/31/2013), 
http://dealbreaker.com/20 1 3/0 1 /banks-risk-measurements-rarely-off-by-much-more-than-a- 
factor-of-ten/, (discussing evidence that banks are “optimizing” their RWA models to artificially 
lower their RWA results and that each bank’s model is designed “to require as little capital as 
possible for its particular portfolio of assets”). 
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(3) Ignoring Repeated Breaches of Credit Spread 
Risk Limits 

The VaR and CRM results were not the only risk metrics that 
warned the CIO of increasing risk in the Synthetic Credit Portfolio. So 
did two additional risk metrics that JPMorgan Chase used to track how 
its portfolios would perform based on changes in “credit spreads,” 
meaning risks linked to changes in credit derivative premiums. The 
credit spread risk limits were repeatedly breached in the first quarter of 
2012, with the SCP exceeding one limit by 100% in January, by 270% in 
early February, and by more than 1,000% in mid-April. But instead of 
heeding those risk warnings, which came on top of the VaR and CRM 
warnings, the CIO traders, risk managers, and management criticized the 
credit spread risk metrics as faulty and pushed for them to be replaced. 

The two credit spread risk metrics were known within the bank as, 
first, “Credit Spread Widening 01” (CSOl), also often referred to as 
“Credit Spread Basis Point Value” (CSBPV) or SprOl ; and second, the 
“Credit Spread Widening 10%” (CSW10%). As with VaR, each of these 
metrics produced a dollar value signilying the amount of money that 
could be lost by a portfolio in a single day under specified market 
conditions. The bank established the CSOl and CSW10% risk limits for 
the CIO."'" 

(a) Breaching CSOl Risk Limit 

The Synthetic Credit Portfolio first breached the CSOl risk limit in 
January 2012."'** To understand how the CSOl works, it helps to 
understand how positions on a credit index are priced. Most credit 
positions operate somewhat like insurance. The “short” party makes 
periodic premium payments to the “long” party over a specified period 
of time to obtain credit protection. If a “credit evenf ’ like a bankruptcy 
or loan default takes place during the covered period, the long party is 
required to make a sizeable payment to the short party. 

The amount of the premium payments paid by the short party is 
typically expressed in basis points. A basis point is equal to one- 
hundredth of one percent. So if the CIO purchased a $1 billion short 
position in a credit index for 1 50 basis points, the CIO was required to 
pay its long counterparty $15 million peryear (1.5% of $1 billion) for 
the credit protection. 


Subcommittee interviews of Ina Drew, CIO (9/7/2012, 12/11/2012). 

See 1/20/2012 email from Keith Stephan, CIO, to Irvin Goldman, CIO, and others, “Breach 
of firm var,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0000141. 

’ For more information about credit products, see Chapter II. 
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Credit positions are often priced by looking at the amount of 
position’s premium payment, also called the “coupon” payment or 
“credit spread.” If the credit spread “widens,” as happens in a 
worsening credit environment, it means the value of the existing short 
position increases, because the premium amount that was contractually 
agreed to be paid for the existing position will be less than the premium 
required to obtain the same credit protection in the worsening 
marketplace. If the credit spread “narrows,” as happens in an improving 
credit environment, the value of the existing short position falls. That’s 
because the premium amount paid for that existing short position will 
likely be greater than the premium that could be paid to obtain the same 
type of credit protection in the improving market. In addition, because 
credit derivatives have to be marked-to-market on a daily basis, the 
credit spread movements and the corresponding changes in the market 
value of the affected positions have to be recorded in the daily profit and 
loss statements of the parties holding the positions. 

At JPMorgan Chase, CSOl measured the expected profit or loss to 
a portfolio if the credit spread on a credit position widened by 1 basis 
point over the course of a day.'"° The CIO used two CSOl measures, 
one for their global credit portfolio, and one more specific to their mark- 
to-market (MTM) portfolio. According to JPMorgan Chase, “[t]he 
Global CIO MTM CS BPV (CSOl) limit was $5,000,000 from mid- 
August 2008 through early-May 2012, when it was deactivated because 
management determined the limit was no longer valid in terms of 
measuring the risk appropriately.”' ' ' ' This limit meant that if the CIO 
held credit positions in its mark-to-market book and the credit spread 
widened by 1 basis point, a loss of more than $5 million would trigger a 
discussion as to whether the positions had to be unwound,' ' 

A presentation later prepared by JPMorgan Chase shows that the 
CIO breached the $5 million MTM CSOl limit in early January and 
quickly incurred more and more risk.'"^ 


See 2013 JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, at 80. 

12/7/2012 letter from JPMorgan Chase legal counsel to Subcommittee, PSI-JPMC-24- 
000001 . 

1/20/2012 email from Keith Stephan, CIO, to Irvin Goldman, CIO, and others, “Breach of 
firm var,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0000141. See also 2013 JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, at 80 
(“With respect to the Synthetic Credit Portfolio, it reflected an aggregation of the CSBPV 
sensitivities of all the credit products (e.g., investment-grade and high-yield), unadjusted for 
correlations.”). 

5/7/2012 email from Peter Weiland, CIO, to InaDrew, CIO, and others, “CSBPV History,” 
attached presentation entitled “CIO Global Credit CSBPV Limits,” JPM-CIO-PSI-H 0000810- 
811, at 811. Sec also 2013 JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, at 80 (indicating CSBPV limit 
was first breached on January 6, 2012). 
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CIO MTM CSOl Limit Breaches, Sept. 2011-May 2012 



Source: JPMorgan Chase presentation entitled “CIO Global Credit CSBPV Limits,” 
JPM-CIO-PSI-H 0000811. 


The Synthetic Credit Portfolio first breached the $5 million MTM CSOl 
limit on January 6, 2012, a breach that continued for months, until the 
limit was replaced in May." Over the same period of time, the CIO’s 
Global CSOl limit was $12 million. The SCP first breached the CIO 
Global CSOl limit on January 18, 2012, breached it again on January 25, 
and stayed in breach until May when that risk limit, too, was 
replaced.'"^ 

In response to the January breaches, the CIO traders requested an 
increase in the CSOl risk limits to end the breaches. On January 27, 
2012, CIO trader Bruno Iksil, apparently confused over the level of the 
limit, emailed Mr. Martin-Artajo with the request: 

“I will need an increase in the CSOl limit in order to reduce 
further the notionals and set the book for a smoother P&L 
path. I am currently constrained by this limit of 
[$]10M[illion] CSOl that prevents me from having a decent 
convexity of spreads tighten mostly.”"'® 

According to the JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, “At various 
times, beginning in February, CIO Market risk suggested a temporary 


5/4/2012 email from Irvin Goldman, CIO, to Peter Welland, CIO, and others, “Information 
Needed,” ,TPM-CIO-PSI-H 0000627, at 636. 

'"*Id. 

Undated internal document authored by Bruno Iksil with his personal notes and comments on 
SCP trading activities from January to March 2012, JPM-CIO-PSI 0021884. See also 2013 
JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, at 37, footnote 48. 
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increase in the mark-to-market (MTM) CSBPV limit, from $5 million to 
$20 million, $25 million or $30 million.”"'^ These Global CSOl limit 
increases were not granted. However, the CIO traders were also not 
required to exit any positions in order to end the breach. Instead, the 
dual CSOl breaches were allowed to continue and grew more and more 
egregious. In fact, despite written guidelines requiring the CIO to “take 
immediate steps toward reducing its exposure to be within the limit,”"'* 
the CIO traders pressed on in their trading strategy and continued to 
purchase additional credit derivatives. Indeed, on January 30, 2012, Mr. 
Iksil sent Mr. Martin-Artajo an email with the subject line, “there is 
more loss coming in core credit book,” warning of losses due to other 
market participant aligning against the CIO to “go for the fight.” Mr. 
Iksil wrote: “Now I just grow the exposure and the CSOl moves up.”’"^ 

On February 13, 2012, Syed Hassan in the bank’s Market Risk 
Management group sent an email with the subject line, “CIO Global 
Credit spread BPV limit breach- COB 02/09/2012,” to Keith Stephan, 
the Chief Risk Officer in the CIO’s London office, and others, asking 
them about the ongoing CSOl breaches and requesting an explanation. 
Mr. Hassan wrote: 

“The following CIO Global Credit Spread BPV limits have 
been breaching since the aforementioned period. Can you 
please examine and confirm the breaches as valid? If so, 
please also provide some commentary surrounding the 
breaches. Thanks.”' 

The email included a chart, excerpted below, showing that, starting 
on January 18, 2012, the $12 million “CIO Global Credit CSBPV” limit 
was repeatedly breached and, by the date of the email, had surpassed 
$20.5 million, a breach 70% greater than the limit. The chart also 
tracked the more granular “CSBPV-MTM” limit of $5 million, which 
was first breached on January 6; by January 18 it was in breach by more 
than 100%. On February 9, the CIO’s CSBPV-MTM exceeded $18.6 
million, a breach of greater than 270%."^' 


2013 JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, at 81. 

See, e.g., 3/2012 presentation prepared by JPMorgan Chase entitled, “Market Risk Limits,” 
at 13, OCC-SPI-001 17682. 

1/30/2012 email from Bruno Iksil, CIO, to Javier Martin-Artajo, CIO, “there is more loss 
coming in core credit book,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0001225. 

1120 2/1^/2012 email from Syed Hassan, CIO, to Keith Stephan, CIO, and others, “CIO Global 
Credit spread BPV limit breach- COB 02/09/2012,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0001825. 

See, e.g., 2/2012 chart of CIO limit breaches prepared by Subcommittee using data provided 
by JPMorgan Chase, JPM-CIO-PSI 0001832 (reformatted for clarity). Note: because of a data 
error at the CIO North America desk, this document actually understates the Jan, 1 8"’ CIO Global 
Credit CSBPV limit utilization by $848,000; the error was later corrected by the CIO middle 
office. See 3/3/13 email from JPMorgan Chase outside counsel to the Subcommittee, “Crossing 
the t’s,” PSI-JPMC-37-000001 . 
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Excerpt From JPMorgan Chase Chart 
Tracking CIO MTM and Global CSOl Breaches 
January - February 2012 


Date of Breach 

Limit Type 

Current Limit 

Limit Utilization 

01/18/2012 

CIO Global Credit CSBPV 

12,000,000 

12,476,463.89 

01/25/2012 

CIO Global Credit CSBPV 

12,000,000 

12,795,898.84 

02/02/2012 

CIO Global Credit CSBPV 

12,000,000 

14,015,706.12 

02/09/2012 

CIO Global Credit CSBPV 

12,000,000 

20,551,039.63 


Date of Breach 

Limit Type 

Current Limit 

Limit Utilization 

01/06/2012 

CIO Global Credit CSBPV - 
MTM 

5,000,000 

5,767,816.27 

01/18/2012 

CIO Global Credit CSBPV - 
MTM 

5,000,000 

10,501,915.86 

01/25/2012 

CIO Global Credit CSBPV - 
MTM 

5,000,000 

10,974,965.09 

02/02/2012 

CIO Global Credit CSBPV - 
MTM 

5,000,000 

12,096,601.27 

02/09/2012 

CIO Global Credit CSBPV - 
MTM 

5,000,000 

18,659,019.36 


Source: Subcommittee chart created from data provided by JPMorgan Chase, 


JPM-CIO-PSI 0001832. 

Ms. Drew was informed of the CIO Global Spread CSBPV limit 
breaches in an email from Mr. Goldman on February 13, 2012.”^^ In 
the email Mr. Goldman wrote: “We will need a one off limit 
increase.”"^^ Ms. Drew replied later that day: “I have no memory of 
this limit. In any case it need[s] to be recast with other limits. [It is] old 
and outdated.””^'' 

On February 15, 2012, the CIO’s Chief Market Risk Officer, Mr. 
Weiland, discussed the CSOl breaches in an email with the CIO’s Chief 
Risk Officer in London, Keith Stephan. His email was, in part, seeking 
assistance in drafting language to request an increase in the Global CSOl 
limit. Mr. Weiland wrote: 

“Since mid-January CIO has been in breach of its global 
csbpv limits, driven primarily by position changes in the 
tranche book. 


2/13/2012 email from Irvin Goldman, CIO, to InaDrew, CIO, “Csbpv limit- please read,” 
JPM-CIO-PSI-H 0002936. 

"“Id. 

Id. 
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The csbpv methodology adds the csbpv sensitivities of all of 
the credit products, unadjusted for correlations. As IG 
[Investment Grade credit index] and HY [High Yield credit 
index] positions have been added in January (with a hedge 
ratio of roughly 5x) the net csbpv prints a positive number 
even though on a beta-adjusted basis tbe book is relatively 
flat. 

Market Risk is currently reviewing all limits and most likely 
will remove the csbpv limit to be replaced with a set of 
credit-spread-widening (CSW) limits to better reflect the risk 
of the portfolio in material market moves. Until the new 
limits are implemented we will propose a one-off to the 
csbpv, as we find that the stress and csw measures are more 
appropriate indicators of the risk of the portfolio.”’ 

At the time of this email, Mr. Weiland was the head of Market Risk 
management at the CIO. Though he reported to Irvin Goldman, Mr. 
Goldman had only been Chief Risk Officer at the CIO for a few 
weeks.”^^ As the CIO’s longstanding risk manager, and as someone 
who previously had the authority to approve Level 2 limit 
exceptions,"^’ Mr. Weiland might have been expected to raise concerns 
about the months-long breaches of the CSOl limits, but instead his 
reaction was to criticize the risk metric and recommend another limit 
increase. He downplayed the importance of the breaches, expressing the 
view that the Synthetic Credit Portfolio was “relatively flat,” and should 
not have triggered the breaches even though, by February, the size of the 
SCP was expanding rapidly, the CIO had already changed the VaR 
model to end that limit breach, and the CRM was climbing. 

The next day, February 16, 2012, in reply to Mr. Weiland, Mr. 
Stephan also downplayed the importance of the breaches and further 
challenged the value of the CSOl metric by including his own analysis 
that another risk metric, “10% CSW shows that the book has been 
reasonably balanced despite the headline [cs] bpv looking much 
longer.”"’* The following day, February 17, Mr. Stephan sent the email 
chain regarding the CSOl breaches to Bruno Iksil, the CIO trader who 
had designed the trading strategy that was causing the risk limit breaches 
in the first place. Mr. Stephan wrote: “Bruno - can you read the below 


2/15/2012 email from Peter Weiland, CIO, to Keith Stephan, CIO, and others, “CIO Global 
Credit spread BPV limit breach COB 02/09/2012,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0001824, 

Subcommittee interview of Irvin Goldman, CIO (9/15/2012). 

™ Id. 

2/16/2012 email from Keith Stephan, CIO, to Peter Weiland, CIO, and others, “CIO Global 
Credit spread BPV limit breach - COB 02/09/2012,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0001823. 
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draft and let me know if you agree /w the points - think we need to get 
Javier on board w/ this before we send out formal limit request.”' 

According to the JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report: 

“On March 1, Firm-wide Market Risk Management e-mailed 
Mr. Weiland and [Mr. Maoris] (the signatories to the limit) 
requesting their approval to temporarily increase the 
aggregate and MTM CSBPV limits until March 31. 

Although Mr. Weiland agreed with the suggestion to increase 
the limit, neither he nor [Mr. Maoris] approved the request 
for a temporary increase and no such increases were 
implemented. An email from Market Risk Management to 
the same signatories on March 26 advised that CIO had been 
breaching its aggregate and MTM CSBPV limits from 
February 21 through March 21 and that the breaches were 
‘the result of portfolio and hedge rebalancing since start of 
2012 .”’"^° 

By March 30, 2012, the CIO had been in breach of the CSOl limit 
for 59 trading days, and the breach had grown to more than 900%."'’' 
Two weeks later, on April 17, 2012, a JPMorgan Chase close of business 
email notification stated: “MtM cs bpv limit is in excession by 1074% 
and has been in excession for 71 days.” ' 

By then, the whale trades had been exposed to the public, and the 
bank’s regulators began to take notice of the CSOl and other ongoing 
breaches. On April 19, James Hohl, a bank examiner with the OCC, 
emailed CIO Chief Market Risk Officer Pete Weiland about three 
different breaches, asking, “Would you have any color around some 
observations about the CIO VaR, the CSBPV, and stress results?”"^'* 
That same day, Mr. Weiland responded: 

“With respect to the CSOl limit, it is correct that we have 
been in excess for some time. This is a limit under review. 

... We are working on a new set of limits for synthetic credit 
and the cuiTent CSOl will be replaced by something more 
sensible and granular.”’ 


2/17/2012 email from Keith Stephan, CIO, to Bruno Iksil, CIO, and others, “CIO Global 
Credit spread BPV limit breach - COB 02/09/2012 ” JPM-CIO-PSI 0001 823. 

' 2013 JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, at 81, 

6/8/2012 email from Elwyn Wong, OCC, to Jairam Kamath, OCC, and others, “Weekly 
Capital and RWA Schedule,” OCC-SPI-00085027. 

“32 4/19/2012 email from Jairam Kamath, OCC, to Fred Crumlish, OCC, and others, “CIO and 
firm VaR excessions COB 4 17 12,” OCC-SPI-00004177. 

4/19/2012 email from James Hohl, OCC, to Peter Weiland, CIO, “Info on VaR, CSBPV, and 
stress status and limits,” OCC-SPI-0002234I. 

' 4/19/2012 email from Peter Weiland, CIO, to James Hohl, OCC, “Info on VaR, CSBPV, and 
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Instead of acting to reduce the risk in the SCP by exiting positions, CIO 
risk management indicated it planned to replace the risk metric. 
Nevertheless, any accurate metric would have shown the same thing: the 
risks in the SCP were increasing dramatically. 

The CSOl is another example of a risk-related red flag that was 
disregarded. Though Mr. Weiland wrote in his email that team was 
reviewing, and would likely replace the CSOl limit, in fact, it was not 
replaced before the entire Synthetic Credit Portfolio was sunk by 
losses."^^ 

Prior to May 2011, JPMorgan Chase policy required its lines of 
business to conduct an annual review of their major risk limits."^'’ In 
May 2011, the policy was changed to require the reviews to be 
conducted semi-annually.”^’ Contrary to both policies, however, the 
CIO failed to conduct any review of the adequacy of its risk limits 
“between 2009 and 2011.”'”* According to the bank, in the first quarter 
of 2012, Mr. Weiland was still developing a proposal to review and 
revise the CIO risk limits.'”® 

Ultimately the plan to review the limits in 201 2 was overtaken by 
events, and the CSO 1 red flag was still waving when the Synthetic Credit 
Portfolio collapsed under its own weight. A later review of the CSBPV 
limits, conducted in May by Mr. Weiland, determined that the CSBPV 
value had “Increased dramatically as IG [Investment Grade credit index] 
positions were added.”''"'® 

The Subcommittee was told that Mr. Weiland and others within the 
CIO criticized the CSOl metric in part because it did not take into 
account the correlations in credit spreads between positions in the 
SCP.''"” For example, investment grade (IG) indexes typically have 
much lower credit spreads than high yield (HY) indexes, so a market 
event that moves IG indexes by one basis point would likely move HY 
indexes by more than a basis point. The CSOl in use by CIO assumed 
all of the positions moved by one basis point. 


stress status and limits ” OCC-SPi-00022340, 

Subcommittee interview of Peter Weiland, CIO (8/29/2012). 

2013 JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, at 101, footnote 112. 

Id. 

Id., at 101. 

5/7/2012 email from Peter Weiland, CIO, to Ina Drew, CIO, and others, “CSBPV History,” 
attached presentation entitled “CIO Global Credit CSBPV Limits,” JPM-CIO-PSI-H 0000810- 
811,at8U. 


Mr. Weiland considered the non-beta-adjusted CSOl version unsophisticated, so he ignored 
it. Subcommittee interview of Elwyn Wong, OCC (8/20/2012); Subcommittee interview of Peter 
Weiland, CIO (8/29/2012). 
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This criticism doesn’t explain why the CIO didn’t use a version of 
the CSOl that took correlations into account. That metric, known as the 
“beta-adjusted” CSOl, was already in use at JPMorgan Chase’s 
Investment Bank. ‘ In fact, the CIO managed to report a beta-adjusted 
CSOl to senior management two days before the earnings call on April 
13, 2012, indicating they easily could have devised one back in 
January."'*^ CIO risk managers claim to have disregarded the CSOl risk 
limit because it was a blunt instrument, but they could easily have 
sharpened it, instead of dismissing it. Likewise, the May review of 
CSBPV by Mr. Weiland found that, “The limit usage was calculated 
correctly; the issue was simply that we decided that given the mix of 
underlyings it would be better to look at sensitivities in a more granular 
way.” But those more granular limits were not implemented until May 
1,"'*'' and they would have been in breach had they been in place at the 
time. 


JPMorgan Chase personnel, from Mr. Dimon on down, all told the 
Subcommittee that the risk limits at CIO were not intended to Ilinction 
as “hard stops,” but rather as opportunities for discussion and analysis. 
But when the CIO repeatedly breached the CSOl limits over the course 
of several months, exceeding those limits by 100%, 270%, even 1,000%, 
little discussion took place about the nature of the trades triggering the 
breaches. Instead, CIO personnel focused only on how high the limits 
should be reset and whether and how to replace the metric entirely. 

(b) Breaching CSWlOVo Risk Limit 

The second credit spread risk limit that was breached and then 
disregarded by the CIO was the CSW10%. Whereas CSOl measured the 
expected profit or loss to a portfolio over the course of a single day if the 
credit spread on a credit position widened by one basis point, CSW10% 
measured the expected daily profit or loss to a portfolio if the credit 
spread widened by 10%.“''^ According to Mr. Weiland and Mr. Stephan, 
credit spread widening measures like CSW10% and CSW50% “better 
reflect[ed] the risk of the portfolio in material market moves.”' Ms. 
Drew told the Subcommittee that she considered the CSW10% to be an 
“overriding” risk limit of key importance."''^ 


Subcommittee interview of Peter Weiland, CIO (S/29/2012). 

See 4/11/2012 email from John Wilmot, CIO, to Jamie Dimon, JPMorgan Chase, and others, 
“synthetic credit information,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0001701, 

See 5/7/2012 email from Peter Weiland, CIO, to Ina Drew, CIO, and others, “CSBPV 
History,” attached presentation entitled “CIO Global Credit CSBPV Limits,” JPM-CIO-PSI-H 
0000810-811, at 811. 

^ 2013 JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, at 3, 82. 

2/16/2012 email from Keith Stephan, CIO, to Peter Weiland, CIO, “CIO Global Credit 
spread BPV limit breach - COB 02/09/2012,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0001826-31. 

’ Subcommittee interview of Ina Drew, CIO (9/7/2012). 
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On March 22, 2012, the SCP breached the CIO’s mark-to-market 
CSW10% limit.""** Ms. Drew expressed immediate concern.""*^ The 
next day, Ms. Drew halted all trading in the SCP, but the SCP remained 
in breach of the CSWl 0% limit for over a month, through April 30."^** 

Unlike the CSOl breach, which appears to have been simply 
ignored for several months, the CSW10% breach was promptly noticed 
and acted upon by Ms. Drew. At the same time, while Ms. Drew 
stopped the SCP from growing larger, neither she nor any other bank 
manager ordered the immediate reduction of any existing SCP position 
in order to end the CSWl 0% breach. Instead the SCP was allowed to 
maintain its portfolio and continue to breach the CSWl 0% limit for 
another month - a breach which was on top of its CSOl breach. The 
order to dismcmtle existing SCP positions came only after the whale 
trades beccime public, lost billions of dollars, and drew the attention of 
investors, regulators, and policymakers. 

The CSWl 0% risk metric is also another example of a risk metric 
whose validity was challenged by CIO personnel and whose calculation 
by the CIO’s risk analysts just happened to result in lower risk results 
than when calculated by the bank’s risk analysts. Soon after the 
CSW10% limit was breached on March 22, 2012, the bank’s risk 
analysts discovered that the CIO differed from the Quantitative Research 
team in how it calculated the CSWl 0% metric. And as with VaR and 
CRM, the CIO’s CSW10% model produced a lower risk profile for the 
SCP than the bank’s standard approach."^' 

On March 30, 2012, eight days into the CIO’s CSWl 0% limit 
breach, the head of the QR group, Mr. Venkatakrishnan, emailed Chief 
Risk Officer John Hogan, questioning the divergent results of the two 
models, but also noting that risk was increasing under both: 

“John: CIO’s 10% CSW by my group’s model estimate is 
long 245mm of risk; their own models (run by Weiland) 
quote $ 145mm. I don’t understand the difference in the 
models and don’t know how good a measure of risk 
1 0%CSW is for their book. But I spoke to Ashley and we 

' '''* See 5/10/2012 email from Fred Crunilish, OCC, to Scott Waterhouse, OCC, “Braumstein / 
Cutler call on CIO,” OCC-SPI-OOOOOOIS (“The CIO global credit 10% credit spread widening 
(CSW) limit was breached on March 22 , 2012. At that time CIO Ina Drew suspended active 
trading in the instruments.”). See also 2013 JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, at 82. 

Subcommittee interview of Ina Drew, CIO (12/11/2012). 

See 5/4/2012 email from Irvin Goldman, CIO, to Peter Weiland, CIO, and others, 
“Information Needed,” JPM-CIO-PSI-H 0000627, at 636. See also 2013 JPMorgan Chase Task 
Foree Report, at 82. 

JPMorgan Chase did not have a standard CSW10% model that it applied bankwide, in the 
same sense as its VaR model. Instead, the QRteam had developed a CSW10% calculation as 
part of anotlier model. Subcommittee interview of C.S. Venkatakrishnan, JPMorgan Chase 

(10/25/2012). 



399 


244 

agree that 10%CSW has been trending up for CIO, by either 

their model or ours.”"^^ 

A few days later, on April 2, 2012, Mr. Venkatakrishnan announced that 
he had identified one source of the discrepancy between the two 
versions of the CSW10% model: “One source of the model difference is 
that the capital models operate at the level of individual names but the 
CIO’s desk models operate at the level of indices — so the effect of name 
concentrations may be captured differently.’’”^^ 

When the Subcommittee asked the OCC about the two models, 
Michael Sullivan, the OCC Deputy Comptroller for Risk Analysis, told 
the Subcommittee that the risk metric was a straightforward measure of 
price movements in derivatives, and there was no legitimate reason for a 
discrepancy in how the CSW10% metric was calculated.”^'* As with the 
VaR and CRM, subsequent developments showed Mr. Venkatakrishnan’s 
model to be more accurate in measuring risk. 

At the same time the accuracy of the CSW10% metric was under 
scrutiny, the trend in its movement was clear and should have been 
alarming. The graph reprinted below was developed by JPMorgan 
Chase and included in a May 2012 presentation to provide bank 
managers with background on the risk profile of the Synthetic Credit 
Portfolio. In the graph, losses increase as the curve moves up the y- 


3/30/2012 email from C.S. Venkatakrishnan, JPMorgan Chase, to Oliver Vigneron, 
JPMorgan Chase, “CIO 10% CSW,” OCC-SPl-00070715. 

' 4/2/2012 email from C.S. Venkatakrishnan, JPMorgan Chase, to John Hogan, JPMorgan 

Chase, and others, “CIO DAY I,” OCC-SPl-00070715. 

Subcommittee interview of Michael Suilivan, OCC (li/7/2012). 

5/3/2012 email from Irvin Goldman, CIO, to Douglas Braunstein, JPMorgan Chase, and 
others, “CSW 10%,” with attached JPMorgan Chase presentation entitled “CIO Synthetic Credit: 
Risk background information for upcoming meetings,” slide entitled “Risk metrics and limits: 
CIO limits structure,” JPM-CIO-PSI-H 0000546-556, at 551. 
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CIO Mark-to-Market CSW10% Breaches 
January 2011-April 2012 



Volatility drift 
{market activity) 


GIO activity 
(London VVha'le) 


Source: JPMorgan Chase presentation entitled “CIO Synthetic Credit: Risk background 
information for upcoming meetings,” slide entitled “Risk metrics and limits: CIO limits 
structure ” JPM-CIO-PSI-H 0000551. 


The pattern of increasing risk is unmistakable beginning in January 
2012, even as the CIO traders and risk managers were citing CSW10% 
as a more reliable risk indicator than the CSOl. 

(4) Overlooking Stress Loss Limit Breaches 

On March 29, 20 1 2, one week after the CS W 1 0% limit was 
breached, the SCP’s credit derivative positions caused a breach in the 
CIO’s mark-to-market stress limits, the fourth type of CIO risk limit not 
yet exceeded.”^'’ The 2013 JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report 
described this set of breaches as follows: 

“Stress testing is used to measure the Firm’s vulnerability to 
losses under adverse and abnormal market environments. Its 
purpose is to assess the magnitude of potential losses 
resulting from a series of plausible events in these 
hypothetical abnormal markets. Stress testing is performed 
by applying a defined set of shocks, which vary in magnitude 
and by asset class, to a portfolio. For example, weekly 
testing stresses the Firm’s positions under a number of 
hypothetical scenarios such as a credit crisis, an oil crisis, and 
an equity collapse. 

On March 29, CIO exceeded its aggregate stress loss limit 
threshold, with the ‘oil crisis’ stress test resulting in the 

See 5/4/2012 email from Irvin Goldman, CIO, to Peter Weiland, CIO, and others, 
“Information Needed,” JPM-CIO-PSI-H 0000627, at 636. 
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‘worst case scenario.’ This excession and those that followed 
reflected the potential loss that was calculated by stressing 
the underlying positions. As described above, the notional 
value of the Synthetic Credit Portfolio grew over time during 
the months preceding March 29. The increase in notional 
value in turn resulted in a higher hypothetical stress loss 
when the Firm ran the Synthetic Credit Portfolio through its 
various stress scenarios. The stress loss excessions were 
reported in the first weekly stress report that followed, on 
April 6, 2012. CIO’s mark-to-market stress limit continued 
to be exceeded throughout April. By then, however, the 
trading that precipitated the losses in the Synthetic Credit 
portfolio had ceased.”"^^ 

When the SCP exceeded its stress loss limit, the CIO should 
have reconfigured the SCP to end the breach; instead, the CIO 
allowed the breach to continue unabated for a month. With the 
breach of the CIO’s stress limits, the SCP had caused the breach of 
all of the Level 1 and Level 2 risk limits used by the bank to 
monitor the portfolio. 

Mr. Maoris analogized managing the Synthetic Credit Portfolio to 
flying a plane. Mr. Dimon’s public statements suggested that the flight 
alarms didn’t sound until too late."^* But the risk metrics tell a different 
story. The VaR and CSOl alarms sounded in January; the CRM sounded 
in early March; the CSW10% sounded three weeks later, and the stress 
loss limits sounded a week after that. An internal bank document listing 
the many breaches of the CIO’s risk limits is nine pages long.”^^ But no 
one in the CIO or JPMorgan Chase risk management function heeded 
the multiple warnings and took action to exit the offending positions. It 
wasn’t an instrument failure that caused the portfolio to crash; it was the 
pilots’ decision to disregard the instrument readings that were provided. 

(5) Disregarding Stop Loss Advisories 

The four risk metrics discussed above are based on projections of 
how a portfolio will perform under certain market conditions. In 
contrast, stop loss advisories are risk limits established on the basis of 
actual daily profit and loss reports for a portfolio. A stop loss advisory 
sets a limit on how much money a portfolio is actually allowed to lose 

"”2013 JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, at 82-83. 

Sec, e.g., testimony of Jamie Dimon, Chairman & CEO, JPMorgan Chase & Co., “A 
Breakdown in Risk Management: What Went Wrong at JPMorgan Chase?” before the U.S. 
Senate Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs, S. Hrg. 112-715 (June 13, 2012), 
htlp://www.cq.com/doc/congressionaltranscripts-4105471. (“CIO had its own limits around 
credit risk and exposure. At one point, in March, some of those limits were triggered.”). 

05/04/2012 email from Irvin Goldman, CIO, to Peter Weiland, CIO, and others, “Information 
needed,” JPM-CIO-PSI-H 0000627-636. 
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over a specified period of time, typically one, five, or twenty days. An 
advisory also sets a threshold for increased risk monitoring. If one of 
the advisories is breached, in theory, the portfolio exceeding the 
advisory should receive increased monitoring and attention from senior 
management. Stop loss advisories are a longstanding, easy to 
understand, and effective risk limit. 

The CIO had one, five, and twenty-day stop loss advisories in 
place during the accumulation of the credit index positions in the 
Synthetic Credit Portfolio that produced the losses incurred by the bank. 
Over the course of the period under review, the one, five, and twenty- 
day loss advisories were set at the same level, a decision regulators 
would later question. In early December 20 1 1 these stop loss advisory 
limits were increased from $60 million to $70 million.'’'’” 

However, like the CIO’s VaR, the procedure used by the CIO to 
calculate the losses for purposes of complying with the stop loss 
advisories understated the risks; and like the CRM, CSOl and CSW10% 
limits, even when the stop loss advisories were breached, the CIO made 
no serious effort to investigate or remediate the breaches. If the CIO 
stop loss advisories had been properly calculated and respected, the CIO 
losses could have been mitigated well before they became international 
headlines. 

Calculating the utilization and breach of stop loss advisories should 
be straightforward. If a portfolio loses more money than the limit allows 
in a given day, for example, it has breached the one-day advisory. At the 
CIO, from December 2011 through March 2012, the one-day stop loss 
advisory for its mark-to-market portfolio was established at $70 
million.'"’' Daily losses that exceeded this amount should have been 
treated as a breach of the stop loss limit. Calculating the five-day and 
twenty-day stop loss levels should have been as easy as adding up the 
profit and loss reports for the SCP over five and twenty days, 
respectively. To the surprise of their regulators, however, JPMorgan 
Chase calculated it differently. 

After the CIO’s losses became public, OCC examiners reviewing 
JPMorgan Chase’s stop-loss calculations for the CIO portfolio noticed a 
discrepancy. On May 17, 2012, Jairam Kamath, an OCC examiner on 
the Capital Markets team, emailed Lavine Surtani, a member of 
JPMorgan Chase’s Corporate Market Risk Reporting group, to express 
his confusion: 


1 1 60 j 2/Q ] I 2 Q 1 [ JPMorgan Chase spreadsheet “Position Limit and Loss Advisory Summary 
Report,” OCC-SPI-001 34805; 12/9/2011 JPMorgan Chase spreadsheet “Position Limit and Loss 
Advisory Summary Report,” OCC-SPI-00134832. 

’ “Position Limit and Loss Advisory Summary Report,” OCC-SPI-00134902; “Position Limit 
and Loss Advisory Summary Report,” OCC-SPI-00024212. 
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“I know this should be fairly obvious but we’d like to know 
how MRM [Market Risk Management] defines 1-day, 5- 
days, and 20-days stop loss thresholds. From looking at 
some of the risk reports we are not getting a good sense of 
how the 5-day and 20-day stop loss numbers are derived.” 

On May 23, Ms. Surtani replied to Mr. Kamath, explaining CIO’s 
methodology: 

“The five day loss advisory is an arithmetic sum of the last 5 
1 -day utilizations . Any of these underlying utilizations that 
have caused an excession are NOT included in the sum for 
the following reason: including utilizations that caused 
excessions would result in a double-penalty. A business 
would break both their 1 day and five day loss advisory. 

Rather, this type of loss advisory is used to capture small 
leaks in loss over a larger period of time .... The same logic 
would be implemented for the 20-day.”"^^ 

At the end of her explanation, Ms. Surtani included a comment 
minimizing the importance of stop loss advisories compared to another 
form of loss-limits: “while some LOBs [lines of business] continue to 
show the loss advisories as thresholds, Market Risk Management overall 
favors the Drawdown measure of P&L performance for limit 
purposes. 

Not satisfied with the explanation, Mr. Kamath emailed it to his 
supervisor. Senior Bank Examiner Fred Crumlish, noting: 

“This makes no sense and gives a misleading picture of the 5- 
day and 10-day stop losses. Perhaps if they had reported 
cumulative losses in the 5-day and 20-day lines, management 
would have been apprised of the gravity of the situation 
much earlier.”' 

Mr. Kamath also observed: “Incidentally, CIO does not have drawdown 
limits.”"'’^ In other words, JPMorgan Chase admitted calculating losses 
for the purpose of its stop loss advisories in a way that minimized the 
losses and therefore the number of notifications to management. By way 
of justifying that decision, Ms. Surtani referred instead to a limit that did 
not even exist for the portfolio in question. Mr. Kamath told the 


' 5/23/2012 email from Lavine Surtani, JPMorgan Chase, to Jairam Kamath, OCC, and others, 

“Stop Loss Definitions,” OCC-00003917. [emphasis in the original] 

1163 jd^ 

1 164 5/23/2012 email from Jairam Kamath, OCC, to Fred Crumlish, OCC, “Stop Loss 
Definitions,” OCC-00003917. 

' Id. A drawdown is the measurement of the loss from a recent peak in the value of a position. 
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Subcommittee that JPMorgan Chase had deliberately structured the stop 
loss algorithm in this way, and that it was not merely an error in 
arithmetic. He said that the bank’s method of calculation didn’t make 
sense to anyone at the OCC.”®® 

Despite the fact that JPMorgan Chase’s aberrant stop loss 
calculations at times underreported the relevant losses, the CIO 
International mark-to-market portfolio nevertheless repeatedly breached 
the advisories."®^ The five-day stop loss advisory was breached on 
March 26, 2012. By March 29, the five-day stop loss utilization for the 
portfolio exceeded $180 million, while the limit was $70 million."®* In 
addition, in June, JPMorgan Chase told the FDIC that, at the end of 
March; “The Mark-to-Market Stop-Loss limit was exeeeded by 158% 
for 5 business days.”"®^ 

Even if the stop loss advisories had been properly ealculated, it’s 
not elear they would have curtailed the trading in the Synthetic Credit 
Portfolio. According to the FDIC, breaehes in the stop loss advisories 
did not automatically trigger an active response.'"'* The OCC told the 
Subcommittee that the CIO’s approach contrasted with that of the 
JPMorgan Chase Investment Bank which actively enforced its stop loss 
limits. ' Another OCC Bank examiner told the Subcommittee that the 
evidence indicated JPMorgan Chase was either ignoring the stop loss 
advisories, or simply not doing anything about the CIO breaches. He 
said that senior CIO traders had clearly been given leeway with respect 
to the stop loss advisories; in other words, the CIO was allowed to 
exceed them."^^ 


The stop loss advisories, like the VaR, CRM, and credit spread 
limits, became still more flashing red lights that were disregarded by the 
bank. All told, from January 1 through April 30, 2012, CIO risk limits 
and advisories were breached more than 330 times.' A list of those 
breaches also shows that, in the fourth quarter of 201 1, the Synthetic 
Credit Portfolio caused the CIO to breach its risk limits only six times; 
in the first quarter of 2012, the risk limit breaches totaled 170; in April, 
the risk limit breaches totaled 1 60, almost as much in one month as the 
three prior months combined. But even that startling increase in the 


Subcommittee interview of Jairam Kamath, OCC (8/24/2012). 

5/4/2012 email from Irvin Goldman, CIO, to Peter Weiland, CIO, and others, “Information 
Needed,” JPM-CIO-PSI-M 0000627, at 636. 

“Position Limit and Loss Advisory Summary Report,” OCC-SPI-OOl 34902. 

6/2012 FDIC presentation, “JPMC & COMPANY CIO Synthetic Credit Portfolio,” 


FDICPROD-0001783, at 33. 

Id. (Breach of the SCP’s stop loss limit “was not escalated as this limit was only ‘advisory’ 
(e.g. not a hard limit which would require hedging or cutting of the positions).”). 
"’^Subcommittee interview of Elwyn Wong, OCC (8/20/2012). 


1172 


Id. 


See 5/4/2012 email from Irvin Goldman, CIO, to Peter Weiland, CIO, and others, 


“Information Needed,” JPM-CIO-PSLH 0000627-636 (providing a list of CIO breaches). 
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number of risk limit breaches was disregarded by both the bank and its 
regulator. 

(6) Missing Concentration Limits 

Like beta-adjusted CSOl, JPMorgan Chase’s Investment Bank 
utilized other risk management tools that the CIO did not. The most 
important were concentration limits and the so-called “Single Name 
Position Risk” (SNPR, pronounced “snapper”) limit to restrict total 
exposures to specific credit instruments and counterparties.”^'' The CIO 
initially lacked Single Name Position Risk limits, because prior to 2009, 
the CIO did not trade any single name credit default swaps. By 2011, 
however, the exposure was significant.”’^ Nevertheless, according to 
the JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, “There were no limits by size, 
asset type or risk factor for the Synthetic Credit Portfolio; indeed, there 
were no limits of any kind specific to the Synthetic Credit Portfolio.”"’^ 
Such concentration limits, if appropriately set, would have prevented the 
CIO from taking on the outsized positions in specific credit derivative 
indices that later generated outsized losses. JPMorgan Chase’s Deputy 
Chief Risk Officer Ashley Bacon told the Subcommittee that if the 
CIO’s notional positions were perfectly hedged and netted out, then the 
size might not be very relevant, but at the least the concentration limits 
would have ensured that the growing positions would have drawn 
scrutiny from the risk managers.”” 

Concentration limits, if used by the CIO, would not only have 
reduced risk, they might also have prevented the situation in which the 
CIO’s credit index positions became so large that they attracted market 
attention, began to raise questions and affect market prices, and 
eventually became the subject of news reports. The Wall Street Journal 
article that broke the story about the CIO’s investment activities was 
headlined, ‘“London Whale’ Rattles Debt Market,” and reported; “In 
recent weeks, hedge funds and other investors have been puzzled by 
unusual movements in some credit markets, and have been buzzing 
about the identity of a deep-pocketed trader dubbed ‘the London 
whale.’””’* The article identified the “London whale” as Bruno Iksil, 


Subcommittee interview of John Hogan and Ashley Bacon, JPMorgan Chase (9/4/2012). A 
“single name” is a credit default swap with just one reference entity. 

2013 JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, at 103. “By late 2011 and early 2012, CIO’s 
exposure to single names grew to the point that Mr. Weiland and Firm-wide Market Risk agreed 
that it made sense to include the calculation of that exposure within SNPR policy The SCP 
collapsed, however, before the SNPR policy was implemented at CIO. 

Id. 

Subcommittee interview of John Hogan and Ashley Bacon, JPMorgan Chase (9/4/2012). 
“‘London Whale’ Rattles Debt Market,” Wall Street Journal . Gregory Zuckerman and Katy 

Bume (4/6/2012). 
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reporting that, “Mr. Iksil has done so much bullish trading that he has 
helped move the index, traders say.”' ™ 

After that and other articles were published on April 6, and in 
preparation for an earnings call on April 13, 2012, the bank’s Operating 
Committee was informed about the size of the positions in the Synthetic 
Credit Portfolio."*® On April 11, 2012, the CIO’s Chief Financial 
Officer John Wilmot emailed Mr. Dimon a presentation about the 
portfolio that included an analysis of the notional positions. He wrote: 
“Attached please find a presentation on the synthetic credit book that 
was reviewed this afternoon with Doug [Braunstein], Jes [Staley], Ina 
[Drew], Barry [Zubrow] and John [Hogan]. It covers the relevant data 
requests from the past several days.”"*' 

The first page of the presentation was entitled, “Synthetic Credit 
Summary: Notional Exposure.”"*^ The presentation included the 
following bullet points: 

“Gross external (to CIO, including IB) notional is $836bio 
[billion] long risk vs. $678bio short risk across all index and 
tranche products.... 

CDX.IG.9 net position for CIO is $82.2bio, which is 
approximately 10-15 days of 100% trading volume[.] 

ITX.9 net position for CIO is $35bio, which is approximately 
8-12 days of 100% trading volume.” 

JPMorgan Chase personnel acknowledged to the Subcommittee that 
these figures represented enormous concentrations in specific credit 
instruments, including an $82 billion net long position in the IG9 credit 
index and a $35 billion net long position in the ITX.9 credit index. In 
addition, John Hogan and Douglas Braunstein separately explained to 
the Subcommittee that, while it is theoretically possible to trade 100% of 
the average daily volume of an instrument in a single day, it is 
impractical to do so, since a single party trading that volume in a day 
would cause significant adverse movements in the price of the 
instruments."*® They explained that, while the IG9 and ITraxx indices 
were normally considered liquid instruments, in that they are easily 
traded, the massive volume of the CIO’s positions made them relatively 

"”id. 

See 5/3/2012 JPMorgan Chase presentation, “CIO Synthetic Credit,” JPM-CIO-PSI-H 
0000547, at 550 (“Significant increase in net notional position (not indicative of risk position)”.). 

4/11/2012 email from John Wilmot, CIO, to Jamie Dimon, JPMorgan Chase, and others, 
“synthetic credit information,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0001701. 

Id., at 702. 

Subcommittee interviews of John Hogan and Ashley Bacon, JPMorgan Chase (9/4/2012) and 
Douglas Braunstein, JPMorgan Chase (9/12/2012). 
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illiquid in terms of how long it would take to exit the positions. Mr. 
Hogan said that if concentration limits like those in use at the Investment 
Bank had been in use at the CIO, it would have prevented the CIO from 
accumulating positions of that size.”*'* 

On April 13, 2012, Mr. Hogan emailed Mr. Dimon that 
concentration limits similar to those at the Investment Bank would be 
implemented at the CIO within a matter of weeks: 

“I spoke with Ashley [Bacon] this morning who is working 
with Achilles [Maoris] to implement a similar 
limlt/govemance structure on this book to the one that we 
have in the IB [Investment Bank] - we will do this for all of 
CIO over coming weeks and I will keep you posted on 
that.”"*^ 

Concentration limits are such a well-known, fundamental risk tool, that 
their absence at the CIO is one more inexplicable risk failure. 

D. Responding to the Risk Limit Failures 

In the aftermath of the Synthetic Credit Portfolio losses, the OCC 
conducted an examination of the CIO’s risk management practices. On 
November 6, 2012, the OCC sent JPMorgan Chase a Supervisory Letter 
outlining the shortcomings in CIO risk management that led to the 
losses. The OCC wrote: 

“Management oversight of CIO was inadequate. Business 
management was allowed to operate with little effective 
challenge from either the board or executive management. 

Risk reports did not communicate the nature of risk or the 
pace of change in positions, and limits were inadequate for 
the risks. CIO management did not understand the 
magnitude of the risk and dismissed outside questions about 
the book. Senior management permitted CIO to operate 
under less stringent controls than permitted analogous 
activities in other parts of the bank. As a result, management 
allowed CIO synthetic credit desk to operate in an unsafe and 
unsound manner. 

“CIO Risk Management was ineffective and irrelevant. 
Independent risk management lacked the requisite staffing 
and stature to effectively oversee the synthetic credit desk. 


"*'* Subcommittee interview of John Hogan and Ashley Bacon, JPMorgan Chase (9/4/2012). 
11*5 4/13/2012 email from John Hogan, JPMorgan Chase, to Jamie Dimon, JPMorgan Chase, 
“CIO,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0001753. 
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Processes were inadequate for the nature of the risks, and the 
limit structure was insufficient and not effectively 
enforced.””** 

In total, the OCC identified 20 Matters Requiring Attention (MRAs) 
which required the bank to address risk, valuation, and model failures, 
among other problems.”*’ 

JPMorgan Chase did not dispute the November 6, 2012, OCC 
Supervisory Letter’s findings or recommendations. Instead, in response, 
the bank outlined the risk management changes it had implemented or 
was planning to implement.”** 

One of the steps it took to address its shortcomings was to establish 
a suite of new risk measures and limits for the CIO.”*® According to the 
bank, the “CIO now has in place a total of 260 limits,” including “67 
redesigned VaR, stress and non-statistical limits,” and new asset class, 
single name, and country concentration limits.”®® In addition, “29 new 
limits specific to the Synthetic Credit Book have been implemented to 
create consistency with JPMC’s IB [Investment Bank] approach.””®' 

All of these new SCP limits focused on the risks inherent in credit 
derivatives. The new risk measures were designed to address six 
dimensions of risk: directionality (exposure to spread widening), curve 
(long versus short), decompression (IG versus HY), off-the-run (older 
versus newer credit derivative index issues), tranche risk (senior versus 
equity tranches), and risks caused by individual corporate defaults.”®’ 
While these 260 risk limits promise to provide greater information to the 
bank’s risk managers, it is far from clear how they will solve the CIO’s 
risk management problems; after all, when the SCP had just five risk 
metrics, CIO management and risk personnel generally ignored or 
rationalized the breaches that took place. 


11/6/2012 OCC Supervisory Letter to JPMorgan Chase, “Examination of VaR Model Risk 
Management,” PSI-OCC-17-000015 [Sealed Exhibit]. 

See 8/14/2012 OCC Supervisory Letter, JPM-201 2-37, PSI-OCC- 17-000001 [Sealed 
Exhibit]; 8/31/2012 OCC Supervisory Letter, JPM-2012-40, PSI-OCC-17-000005 [Sealed 
Exhibit]; 11/6/2012 OCC Supervisory Letter, JPM-2012-52, PSI-OCC-1 7-00001 5 [Sealed 
Exhibit]; 11/6/2012 OCC Supervisory Letter, JPM-2012-53, PSI-OCC- 17-000019 [Sealed 
Exhibit]; 11/27/2012 OCC Supervisory Letter, JPM-20I2-59, PSI-OCC-17-000025 [Sealed 
Exhibit]; 12/12/2012 OCC Supervisory Letter, JPM-2012-66, PSI-OCC-18-000001 [Sealed 
Exhibit]. 

12/4/2012 letter from JPMorgan Chase to OCC, “Chief Investment Office Risk Management 
Review” PSI-OCC- 17-000029. 

See 6/2012 FDIC presentation, "JPMC & COMPANY CIO Synthetic Credit Portfolio,” at 
34, FDICPROD-0001783. 5/18/2011 Risk Policy memo, “Market Risk Limits, Firm-wide,” 
JPMC-Senate/Levin 000157. 

2013 JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, at 115. 

See 6/2012 FDIC presentation, “JPMC & COMPANY CIO Synthetic Credit Portfolio,” at 
34, FDICPROD-0001783. 

Id., at 26. 
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To ensure more attention is paid to the breaches that occur, the 
bank reported that it has also “strengthened its processes across all 
businesses to deal with limit excessions.” It explained that significant 
excessions would be escalated further and faster than before. For 
example, any excessions of greater than 30% or lasting three days or 
longer would have to be escalated to the line of business CEO, CRO, 
and Market Risk Head, “as well as to the Firm’s CEO, CRO, co-COO 
and Deputy CRO/Head of Firm-wide Market Risk, and to the Firm-wide 
Risk Committee.”' In addition, the bank explained that the CIO Risk 
Committee had been reconstituted as a CIO, Treasury and Corporate 
Risk Committee, requiring weekly meetings of senior risk and corporate 
management."^'' Escalating breaches to senior management and 
broadening the CIO Risk Committee are of questionable utility, 
however, since the SCP breaches were already escalated to Mr. Dimon 
and other senior bank and CIO management, but did not result in anyone 
investigating or curbing the SCP’s risky holdings until the whale trades 
attracted media attention. If limits are to be meaningful, then a better 
approach would have been to require those alerted to a risk limit breach 
to investigate the cause, and to require the position causing the breach to 
be reduced or unwound to ensure the breach is ended within a few days, 
without raising the relevant risk limit. 

A third set of risk management reforms reported by the bank 
focused on strengthening its “model risk policy,” including by 
“minimize[ing] model differences for like products,” cataloguing its 
models in a central database, and emphasizing “model implementation 
testing and comparisons to benchmark models.”"®^ In addition, the 
bank reported that it had revamped the CIO’s risk managers and risk 
committee, and established four new firmwide risk committees focusing 
on risk policy and analytics, business activities, risk controls and audits, 
and risk management.'"’® While each of these steps is important, the 
bank did not mention taking any steps to reduce the number of and 
variations in its risk models or to prohibit bank personnel from gaming 
its risk metrics and models to produce artificially lower risk profiles, 
RWAs, and capital requirements. 

E. Analysis 

Despite JPMorgan Chase’s reputation for strong risk management, 
little attention was paid by bank personnel - including Mr. Dimon - to 
the many breaches and risk warning signals that should have led to an 
early review of the CIO’s risky trades. This lack of attention was due, in 
part, to the fact that Ina Drew exercised nearly unfettered discretion as a 

2013 JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, at 115. 

Id., at 116. 

Id., at 113. 

Id., at 116, 118-119. 
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manager. She also granted broad discretion to her risk management 
personnel and traders. When risk limits are breached, bank management 
should react, not by dismissing the breach or questioning the risk 
metrics, but by requiring independent risk experts to investigate the risky 
activity, even when trusted managers are involved. Risk managers 
should verily the causes of the risk limit breaches. This trust-but-verify 
approach is essential to ensure breaches are investigated and corrective 
action taken. Regulatory oversight into the frequency and nature of risk 
breaches and how they are resolved, as examined in the next chapter, is 
also critical. 

Another problem involves modem reliance by both banks and 
regulators on mathematical metrics and models to measure risk, 
especially with respect to synthetic derivatives, which are inherently 
hard to value, have no underlying assets to stem losses, offer imreliable 
past performance data, and often undergo split-second trading and price 
changes. Risk metrics and models with complex variations can 
proliferate at a financial institution with the size and variety of 
JPMorgan Chase, and the pressure on analysts to reconfigure those 
metrics and models to produce lower risk results is difficult to 
counteract. OCC regulations already contain numerous safeguards 
against manipulation, requiring risk models to be developed by 
independent experts, tested to see if they detect specific risk problems, 
and backtested for accuracy. Proliferation of models and metrics, 
however, make meaningful oversight and enforcement difficult. New 
models that produce dramatically lower risk profiles of derivatives 
trading activity compared to prior models should be viewed with 
extreme skepticism by regulators who should require proof that the 
lower risk profiles are accurate. Regulators should also respond to 
evidence of risk model manipulation with severe consequences. 

In addition to risk models, banks should continue to employ such 
fundamental risk controls as stop loss limits and concentration limits to 
curb risky trading. Such controls, when breached, should be treated as 
requiring immediate corrective action, rather than casual conversation or 
study. Regulators should ensure those risk controls are established, 
used, and heeded. 



411 


256 

VI. AVOIDING AND CONDUCTING OCC OVERSIGHT 

Prior to media reports of the whale trades in April 2012, JPMorgan 
Chase provided almost no information about the CIO’s Synthetic Credit 
Portfolio to its primary regulator, the Office of the Comptroller of the 
Currency (OCC), despite the SCP’s supposedly important role in 
offsetting the bank’s credit risks, its rapid growth in 201 1 and 2012, and 
its increasingly risky credit derivatives. While the OCC, in hindsight, 
has identified occasional references to a “core credit portfolio’’ in bank 
materials, the OCC told the Subcommittee that the earliest explicit 
mention of the SCP did not appear until January 27, 2012, in a routine 
VaR report. By then, the SCP had already lost nearly $100 million. The 
lack of prior bank disclosures essentially precluded effective OCC 
oversight of the portfolio’s high risk excesses and unsafe and unsound 
practices. 

Because the OCC was unaware of the risks associated with the 
SCP, it conducted no reviews of the portfolio prior to 2012, Both the 
OCC and JPMorgan Chase bear fault for the OCC’s lack of knowledge - 
at different points, the bank was not forthcoming and even provided 
incorrect information, and at other points the OCC failed to notice and 
follow up on red flags signaling increasing CIO risk in the reports it did 
receive from the bank. During 2011, for example, the notional size of 
the SCP grew tenfold from about $4 billion to $51 billion, but the bank 
never informed the OCC of the increase. At the same time, the bank did 
file risk reports with the OCC disclosing that the SCP repeatedly 
breached the CIO’s stress limits in the first half of 201 1, triggering them 
eight times, on occasion for weeks at a time, but the OCC failed to 
follow up with the bank. Later in 201 1, the CIO engaged in a $1 billion 
high risk, high stakes credit derivatives bet that resulted in a payout of 
roughly $400 million to the CIO. The OCC learned of the $400 million 
gain, but did not inquire into the reason for it or the trading activity 
behind it, and so did not leam of the extent of credit derivatives trading 
going on at the CIO. 

In January 2012, in its first quarterly meeting with the OCC after 
disclosing the existence of the SCP, the CIO downplayed the portfolio’s 
importance by misinforming the OCC that it planned to reduce the SCP. 
Instead, over the course of the quarter, the CIO tripled the notional size 
of the SCP from $5 1 billion to $157 billion, buying a high risk mix of 
short and long credit derivatives with varying reference entities and 
maturities. The increase in the SCP’s size and risk triggered a breach of 
the CIO’s and bankwide VaR limits, which the bank disclosed to the 
OCC in routine risk reports at the time, but which did not trigger an 
inquiry by the agency. Also in January, the bank sent routine risk 
management notices which informed the OCC of the bank’s 
implementation of a new VaR model for the CIO that would 
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dramatically lower the SCP’s risk profile, but the OCC did not inquire 
into the reasons for the model change, its impact on risk, or how the CIO 
was able to reduce its risk results overnight by 50%. 

In February and March, the bank began to omit key CIO 
performance data from its standard reports to the OCC, while 
simultaneously falling to provide timely copies of a new CIO 
management report. The OCC failed to notice the missing reports or 
request the new CIO management report until after the April 6 press 
articles exposed the CIO’s risky trades. By minimizing the CIO data it 
provided to the OCC about the CIO and SCP, the bank left the OCC 
misinformed about the SCP’s risky holdings and growing losses. 

Beginning in January and continuing through April 2012, the 
SCP’s high risk acquisitions triggered multiple breaches of CIO risk 
limits, including its VaR, credit spread, stress loss, and stop loss limits. 
Those breaches were disclosed on an ongoing, timely basis in standard 
risk reports provided by the bank to the OCC, yet produced no reaction 
at the time from the agency. The Subcommittee found no evidence that 
the OCC reviewed the risk reports when received, analyzed the breach 
data, or asked any questions about the trading activity causing the 
breaches to occur. 

On April 6, 2012, when media reports unmasked the role of 
JPMorgan Chase in the whale trades, the OCC told the Subcommittee 
that it was surprised to read about them and immediately directed 
inquiries to the bank to obtain more information. The OCC told the 
Subcommittee that it initially received such limited data about the trades 
and such blanket reassurances from the bank about them that, by the end 
of April, the OCC considered the matter closed. 

It was not until May 2012, a few days before the bank was forced 
to disclose $2 billion in SCP losses in its public SEC filings, that the 
OCC learned of the problems besetting the portfolio. On May 12, OCC 
staff told staff for a member of the Senate Banking Committee that the 
whale trades would have been allowed under the draft Volcker Rule, an 
assessment that, a few days later, the OCC disavowed as “premature.” 

At the instruction of the OCC’s new Comptroller, Thomas Curry, the 
OCC initiated an intensive inquiry into the CIO’s derivatives trading 
activity. Even then, the OCC told the Subcommittee that obtaining 
information from JPMorgan Chase was difficult, as the bank resisted and 
delayed responding to OCC information requests and sometimes even 
provided incorrect information. For example, when the OCC inquired 
into whether the CIO had mismarked the SCP book, the bank’s Chief 
Risk Officer initially denied it and the bank delayed informing the OCC 
of later evidence indicating that CIO personnel had acted in bad faith 
and deliberately understated the SCP losses. 
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On January 14, 2013, the OCC issued a Cease and Desist order 
against the bank, on top of six Supervisory Letters it had issued in 2012, 
detailing 20 “Matters Requiring Attention” that required corrective 
action by the bank. In addition, the OCC conducted a review of its own 
missteps and regulatory “lessons learned,” described in an internal report 
completed in October 2012. Among multiple failures, the OCC internal 
report concluded that the OCC had failed to monitor and investigate 
multiple risk limit breaches by the CIO and improperly allowed 
JPMorgan Chase to submit aggregated portfolio performance data that 
obscured the CIO’s involvement with derivatives trading. 

The JPMorgan Chase whale trades demonstrate how much more 
difficult effective regulatory oversight is when a bank fails to provide 
routine, trsmsparent performance data about the operation of a large 
derivatives portfolio, its related trades, and its daily booked values. 
JPMorgan Chase’s ability to dodge effective OCC oversight of the 
multi-billion-dollar Synthetic Credit Portfolio until massive trades, 
mounting losses, and media reports exposed its activities, demonstrates 
that bank regulators need to conduct more aggressive oversight with 
their existing tools and develop more effective tools to detect and stop 
unsafe and unsound derivatives trading. In addition, the bank’s lack of 
transparency and resistance to OCC information requests indicates that 
the OCC has failed to establish an effective regulatory relationship with 
the bank and must take new measures to recalibrate that relationship and 
ensure good faith cooperation by the bank with OCC oversight. The 
OCC has begun that effort by issuing the Cease and Desist order, 
multiple Supervisory Letters requiring corrective action, and a 
downgrade of the bank’s management rating, but more may be needed. 

A. Overview of OCC’s Oversight Role 

Because JPMorgan Chase Bank, N.A. holds a national charter, its 
primary Federal regulator is the OCC which oversees all nationally 
chartered banks in the United States."’^ The OCC does not supervise 
the bank’s holding company, JPMorgan Chase & Co., which is overseen 
primarily by the Federal Reserve. Nor does the OCC supervise the 
holding company’s non-bank affiliates like J.P Morgan Broker-Dealer 
Holdings, J.P. Morgan Ventures Energy Corp, or Bear Steams 
Companies, LLC, which are overseen primarily by the SEC. Since the 
Chief Investment Office (CIO) sits within the national bank, however, 
the OCC is the regulator with primary responsibility for supervising the 
CIO’s activities.”^® 


See “About the OCC,” OCC website, http://www.occ.gov/about/what-we-do/mission/index- 
about.html. 

Subcommittee interview of Scott Waterhouse, OCC (9/17/2012); see also Subcommittee 
interview of JuHe Williams, OCC (9/13/2012). 
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Within the OCC, the Large Bank Supervision division, which 
typically regulates banks with assets of $50 billion or more, provides 
supervisory personnel to oversee JPMorgan Chase. The OCC has 
assigned approximately 65 OCC examiners and related personnel to 
JPMorgan Chase; all are physically located at the bank. The OCC 
supervisory team conducts both ongoing supervision, such as monitoring 
routine reports to the bank’s board, management, and audit function, as 
well as regular reviews of the bank’s business performance, risk trends, 
and regulatory compliance. Also, the OCC conducts a continuous 
examination program at the bank, which consists of approximately 60 
examinations each year targeting specific areas of operation at the bank, 
with each lasting approximately three to six weeks. 

At the end of each examination, the OCC issues a Supervisory 
Letter to the bank’s senior management to communicate examination 
findings, and if appropriate, requirements or recommendations for 
improvements. If a Supervisory Letter identifies an apparent violation 
of law or a “Matter Requiring Attention” (MRA), the OCC requires the 
bank to promptly respond and remedy the problem. If the Supervisory 
Letter includes a “recommendation,” the OCC encourages, but does not 
require, corrective action by the bank. In addition to Supervisory 
Letters, the OCC issues an annual Report on Examination summarizing 
its examinations over the prior year, provides a copy to the bank’s board 
of directors, and meets with the board members on at least an annual 
basis to discuss specific concerns. 

The OCC’s examination effort at each national bank is headed by 
an Examiner-in-Charge, and includes on-site examination staff, risk 
analysis division staff, and economic experts. During the period in 
question, the OCC Examiner-in-Charge at JPMorgan Chase was Scott 
Waterhouse. The most senior member of the capital markets 
examination team, which had responsibility for overseeing derivatives 
and other ti'ading activities by the CIO as well as the Investment Bank, 
was Fred Crumlish, Capital Markets National Bank Examiner. Mr. 
Crumlish had ten staff on the capital markets team, some of whom were 
assigned specific responsibilities regarding CIO activity, but the team 
spent most of its time on Investment Bank supervision since it held more 


Subcommittee briefing by OCC (7/30/2012). 

See 7/30/2012 OCC Large Bank Supervision presentation to Subcommittee re Chief 
Investment Office Discussion, at PSI-OCC-06-0000009; testimony of Thomas J. Curry, 
Comptroller of the Currency, “Implementing Wall Street Reform: Enhancing Bank Supervision 
and Reducing Systemic Risk,” before the Senate Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban 
Affairs, S.Hrg. 1 12-714 {June 6, 2012), at 26. 

See 7/30/2012 OCC Large Bank Supervision presentation to Subcommittee re Chief 
Investment Office Discussion, PSI-OCC-06-0000011. 

Testimony of Thomas J. Curry, Comptroller of the Currency, “Implementing Wail Street 
Reform: Enhancing Bank Supervision and Reducing Systemic Risk,” before the Senate 
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs, S.Hrg 112-714 (June 6, 2012), at 17-18. 

See 2012 OCC Organizational Chart, JPMC Resident Staff, OCC-00004227. 
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assets than the The OCC also has a London office staffed in 

part by examiners with derivatives expertise, but did not task any of its 
London staff to conduct examinations of the CIO’s London 
operations. 

The OCC’s senior leadership team also played a role in overseeing 
JPMorgan Chase. Mike Brosnan, then Senior Deputy Comptroller in 
charge of OCC Large Bank Supervision, and Julie Williams, then OCC 
Chief Counsel, were informed of key developments and helped advise 
OCC senior leadership regarding the Chief Investment Office and its 
Synthetic Credit Portfolio. During the first few years of the Synthetic 
Credit Portfolio’s existence, the OCC was headed by John C. Dugan. 
When he left office in 2010, he was replaced on an acting basis by John 
Walsh.'^°^ On April 9, 2012, the Senate confirmed a new Comptroller 
of the Currency, Thomas Curry.'^°^ News of JPMorgan Chase’s whale 
trades broke three days before he took office.'^”* Mr. Curry later formed 
a two-pronged review; one led by the bank’s supervision team to 
evaluate the bank’s conduct, and the other an internal review effort 
headed by an OCC risk expert to evaluate the agency’s own actions.’^'*^ 
That second review issued an internal report in late October 2012, with 
recommendations for improving the OCC’s supervisory efforts. 

The OCC’s primary examination role is to ensure that banks 
operate in a safe and sound manner,'^" including by assessing and 
monitoring the risks that a bank poses to the FDIC’s Deposit Insurance 
Fund. The OCC told the Subcommittee that, while the CIO’s $6 billion 
losses were significant, the OCC’s overriding concern at JPMorgan 
Chase was that the bank was conducting very risky activity - derivatives 
trading financed with billions of dollars of bank deposits - in an unsafe 
and unsound manner. The OCC told the Subcommittee that it had 
concluded, in particular, that the so-called “whale trades” had been 


Subcommittee interview of James Hohl, OCC (9/6/2012). James Hohl and Jaymin Berg 
were two of the OCC examiners assigned responsibility for overseeing CIO capital markets 
activity during the period reviewed by the Subcommittee. 

See 10/26/2012 OCC Confidential Supervisory Report, at PSI-OCC-13-000045-046 [Sealed 
Exhibit]. 

See John G. Walsh, Office of the Comptroller of the Currency, 
http://www.occ.gov/about/who-we-are/comptroiIer-of-the-curTency/bio-john-walsh.html. 

See Thomas J. Curry, Office of the Comptroller of the Currency, http://occ.gov/about/who- 
we-are/comptroller-of-the-currency/bio-thomas-curry.html. 

See, e.g., “JPMorgan Trader’s Positions Said to Distort Credit Indexes,” Bloomberg. 
Stephanie Ruble, Bradley Keoun, and Mary Childs (4/6/2012), 

http://www.bloomberg.eom/news/2012-04-05/jpmorgan-trader-iksil-s-heft-is-said-to-distort- 

credit-indexes.html. 

Testimony of Thomas J. Curry, Comptroller of the Currency, “Implementing Wall Street 
Reform: Enhancing Bank Supervision and Reducing Systemic Risk,” before the Senate 
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs, S.Hrg. 112-714 (June 6, 2012), at 29-31; 
Subcommittee interview of Michael Sullivan, OCC (8/30/2012). 

10/26/2012 Confidential Supervisory Report, PSI-OCC-13-000014 [Sealed Exhibit], 

See “About the OCC,” OCC website, http://www.occ.gov/about/what-we-do/mission/index- 
about.html. 
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conducted in an unsafe and unsound manner.’^*^ More broadly, the 
OCC told the Subcommittee that the OCC’s internal review had 
concluded that internal control groups - both in the CIO risk 
management function as well as in bankwide valuation, risk, and audit 
functions - were ineffective; that the bank’s executive management 
“undercut” the effectiveness of the CIO’s risk limits; that the CIO VaR 
model change was not implemented with proper review; and that the 
bank used unapproved internal capital models. 

The OCC also initiated a review to determine whether similarly 
risky activities were being conducted in the asset management functions 
at other banks, but found “no activity similar to the scale or complexity” 
of the credit derivatives trading that took place at JPMorgan Chase. 

B. Pre-2012: Avoiding OCC Oversight As the 
SCP Develops 

Prior to 2012, the OCC had very little understanding of the 
strategies, size, or risk profde of the CIO’s Synthetic Credit Portfolio 
(SCP). The OCC’s lack of understanding was due primarily to a lack of 
disclosure by the bank about the SCP when it was established, when it 
delivered unexpected revenues, or when it began to increase in size and 
risk in 201 1. The OCC told the Subcommittee that, in 2010, as part of 
an examination of the SCP’s investment portfolios, the examination staff 
had a vague understanding that a CIO portfolio had been established to 
provide stress loss protection for the bank and earn some profit,'^'^ as 
the CIO had done in the financial crisis, but did not know the portfolio’s 
name, the extent of its derivatives trading, or its risk profile. While the 
OCC, in hindsight, identified occasional references to a “core credit 
portfolio” in bank materials, it determined that the earliest explicit 
mention of the SCP as a CIO portfolio was when it was mentioned in a 
routine bankwide Value-at-Risk (VaR) report on January 27, 2012.'^'® 


Subcommittee interviews of Scott Waterhouse, OCC (9/17/2012), Fred Crumlish, OCC 
(8/28/2012) (describing a fundamental breakdown in basic OCC safety and soundness 
requirements, including inadequate risk management, auditing, reporting, and oversight by senior 
management), and Michael Kirk, OCC (8/22/2012). See also OCC Supervisory Letters issued to 
JPMorgan Chase, described below. 

10/26/2012 Confidential Supervisory Report, OCC at PSI-OCC-l 3-000014 [Sealed Exhibit]. 

Testimony of Thomas J. Curry, Comptroller of the Currency, “Implementing Wail Street 
Refonn: Enhancing Bank Supervision and Reducing Systemic Risk,” before the Senate 
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs, S. Hrg 112-714, (June 6, 2012), at 27 
(“Beyond JPMC, we have directed OCC examiners to evaluate the risk management strategies 
and practices in place at other large banks, and examiners have reported that there is no activity 
similar to the scale or complexity of JPMC. However, this is a continuing focus of our 
supervision.”). 

See 12/31/2010 OCC Report of Examination, OCC-SPI-00036145, at 163 [Sealed Exhibit] 
(“As part of its business mandate, the CIO is allowed to take discretionaiy positions within 
approved limits to manage economic returns. Appropriate limits are used to measure and control 
the risks in MTM positions.”). 

10/26/2012 Confidential Supervisory Report, OCC at PSI-OCC-l 3-000025 [Sealed Exhibit]. 



417 


262 

That report identified the SCP for the first time as a distinct portfolio 
accounting for over 90% of the CIO’s VaR.’^'^ The lack of bank 
disclosures essentially made it more difficult for OCC to effectively 
oversee this high risk portfolio in its early years. 

(1) 2006-2009: Minimizing OCC Oversight As 
SCP Expands 

In 2006, JPMorgan Chase approved a request by the CIO to create 
a new credit derivatives trading portfolio as part of an internal “New 
Business Initiative Approval” (NBIA).'^'* Typically, the bank does not 
share NBIAs with the OCC, and the OCC told the Subcommittee that it 
was unaware of whether it received a copy of the 2006 NBIA that gave 
rise to the CIO’s Synthetic Credit Portfolio.’^'’ The OCC also told the 
Subcommittee that, even if it had known at the time, it would have had 
no role in approving and could not have prohibited establishment of the 
new Synthetic Credit Portfolio as proposed in 2006,’^^® although it could 
have monitored its activities and development. The OCC told the 
Subcommittee that it did not know exactly when, after receiving 
approval, the CIO actually began to buy and sell credit derivatives. The 
OCC did determine that it was in 2008, that the CIO portfolio was given 
its current name, the Synthetic Credit Portfolio. The OCC also 
determined that the 2006 NBIA was not updated then or later, even as 
the SCP significantly expanded its credit derivatives trading activity. 

The OCC told the Subcommittee that one reason it had only a 
rudimentary understanding of the SCP was because the CIO made 
numerous name and organizational changes to its investment portfolios 
over the years, making them difficult to track. In addition, the SCP 
was not named in any portfolio lists that the CIO provided to the OCC 
from 2007 through 2012, although the CIO occasionally referred to a 
“core credit portfolio,”’^^"* which was one part of the SCP.'^^^ 


Id.; Subcommitlee interview of Doug McLaughlin and Michael Sullivan, OCC (8/30/2012) 
(Mr. McLaughlin). 

See 7/17/2006 New Business Initiative Approval Chief Investment Office, JPM-CIO-PSI-H 
0001 142; see also Chief Investment Office New Business Initiative Approval Executive 
Summary, JPM-CIO-PSI-H 0001354. 

Subcommittee briefing by the OCC (1 1/29/2012) (Fred Crumlish). See also, e.g., 5/16/2012 
email from Fred Crumlish, OCC, to Elwyn Wong, OCC, “here is redline and new final,” OCC- 
00003507 at 508 (describing the OCC’s general awareness of a “macro-hedge against the credit 
risk of the bank’s balance sheet using credit default swaps” starting in 2007 and 2008). 

Subcommittee briefing by the OCC (1 1/29/2012) (Scott Waterhouse). 

See Subcommittee interview of Doug McLaughlin and Mike Sullivan, OCC (8/30/2012). 

Id. 

Subcommittee interview of Fred Crumlish, OCC (8^8/2012). In addition, JPMorgan Chase 
has acknowledged to the Subcommittee that, despite years of operation, the CIO has never 
detailed the purpose or workings of the SCP in any document nor issued any specific policy or 
mandate for it. Levin Office briefing by JPMorgan Chase (Greg Baer) (8/15/2012). 

Subcommittee briefing by JPMorgan Chase (8/15/2012). 
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The bank and the OCC told the Subcommittee that, instead of 
focusing on the SCP, the CIO typically discussed its Tactical Asset 
Allocation (TAA) mark-to-market portfolio, a broader investment 
portfolio which included the SCP.’ Consistent with that explanation, 
several internal CIO documents indicate that when CIO head Ina Drew 
discussed the CIO’s investment portfolios with the JPMorgan Chase 
Board of Director’s Risk Policy Committee, she talked about the larger 
TAA portfolio, and did not mention the SCP.'^^’ In addition, the CIO 
and OCC told the Subcommittee that a few years earlier, the TAA 
portfolio had been called the “Discretionary Trading” portfolio.'^^* 
Moreover, the CIO told the Subcommittee that in January 2012, it 
merged the TAA with another portfolio of mark-to-market assets called 
the Strategic Asset Allocation portfolio, and called the product of that 
merger the “MTM Overlay” portfolio. Ms. Drew said the frequent 
name changes and portfolio reconfigurations were made for business 
reasons and not to evade regulatory oversight. 

JPMorgan Chase also produced to the Subcommittee a sample of 
emails dating from 2009 to 2012, reporting routine risk information, 
copies of which were sent to the OCC. One set of emails summarizing 
the bank’s daily VaR results contained references to the “EMEA Credit 
Tranche” and “CIO International credit tranche book.”’^^’ A second set 
of emails summarizing the bank’s weekly stress results contained one 
July 201 1 email referencing the “synthetic tranche book”'^^^ and one 
November 201 1 email referencing the “synthetics credit portfolio.”'^” 
These varying descriptions of the Synthetic Credit Portfolio provided 
multiple hints but, again, no straightforward, comprehensive disclosure 
of the SCP to the OCC. 


One key OCC examiner for the CIO in early 2012 was not even familiar with the term, “core 

credit portfolio.” Subcommittee interview of Jaymin Berg, OCC (8/3 1/2012). 

1226 

See, e.g., 12/2010 Presentation to the Directors Risk Policy Committee, prepared by Ina 
Drew, CIO, OCC-SPI~00135422, at 2 (describing the “Tactical Investing & Risk Management” 
portfolio as one type of portfolio with a short term “investment horizon”). The presentation 
also explained that “Tactical Positioning” referred to the CIO positioning its investments 
“tactically to complement the core investment portfolio. One example is a synthetic (or 
derivative) credit position established in 2008 to protect the Firm from the anticipated impact of 
a deteriorating credit environment.” Id., at 6. 

See Subcommittee interviews of Jaymin Berg, OCC (8/31/2012) and Ina Drew, CIO 
(9/7/2012); but see 1/2011 Executive Management Report, OCC-SPl-00000250 (still reporting 
the TAA portfolio as “Discretionary” even after the name had changed.). 

Subcommittee interview of Ina Drew, CIO (9/7/2012). 

JPMorgan Chase sample of emails provided to bank regulators, entitled “Firmwide Risk 
Daily,” emails dated 2009-2012, JPM-CIO-PSI-H-BEP 0006817-895. 

7/16/201 1 email from “JPMorgan Chase Market Risk Management - Reporting” to 
numerous JPMorgan Chase managers and colleagues and a “Regulatory Coordinator,” “Firm’s 
Stress Results - COB: July 7‘^ 2011,” JPM-CIO-PSI-H-BEP 0006896-897. 

1 1/18/1 1 email from “JPMorgan Chase Market Risk Management - Reporting” to numerous 
JPMorgan Chase managers and colleagues and a “Regulatory Coordinator,” “Firm’s Stress 
Results - COB: November lOth, 201 1 ” JPM-CIO-PSI-H-BEP 0006898-899. 
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According to the OCC, it was very unusual for a bank to do what 
JPMorgan Chase did with the SCP - use its excess deposits to engage in 
short term credit derivatives trading - an approach no other major U.S. 
bank employs.'^^'* JPMorgan Chase claimed that the SCP represented a 
“successful” way to hedge the bank’s credit risks. The bank was 
unable to explain, however, why it had failed for years to notify its 
primary regulator of that new and effective hedge, generate documents 
laying out the SCP’s hedging objectives and strategies, or accumulate 
hedging related performance data.'^^® The bottom line is that the bank 
did not disclose and the OCC did not learn of the extent and associated 
risks of the CIO’s growing Synthetic Credit Portfolio until media reports 
on April 6, 2012 described the book’s outsized credit derivative 
holdings. 

(2) 2010; Resisting OCC Examination Results 

In 2010, as part of its routine examination process, the OCC 
conducted a detailed review of the CIO’s investment activities, focusing 
in particular on the $350 billion Available for Sale portfolio, and warned 
that the CIO needed to do a better job documenting portfolio decisions 
and managing the risks associated not only with that investment 
portfolio but with several others as well. 

On December 8, 2010, after concluding its examination of the 
CIO’s investment activities, the OCC sent a Supervisory Letter to CIO 
head Ina Drew with its findings, requirements, and recommendations.'^^* 
The Supervisory Letter included a Matter Requiring Attention (MRA) - 
meaning a matter that required corrective action by the bank - stating 
that CIO management needed to “document investment policies and 
portfolio decisions.”'^^® The Supervisory Letter also found that the “risk 
management framework for the investment portfolios (Strategic Asset 
Allocation and Tactical Asset Allocation)” lacked “a documented 
methodology,” “clear records of decisions,” and other features to ensure 
that the CIO was making investments and controlling associated risks in 
line with the expectations of senior management and the appropriate 


Subcommittee interview of Fred Crumlish OCC (8/28/2012); testimony of Thomas J. Curry, 
Comptroller of the Currency, “Implementing Wall Street Reform: Enhancing Bank Supervision 
and Reducing Systemic Risk,” before the Senate Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban 
Affairs, S. Hrg 1 12-714, (June 6, 2012), at 27. 

2/13/2012 letter from Barry Zubrow, JPMorgan Chase, to Department of the Treasury, Board 
of Governors of the Federal Reserve System, Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation, Securities 
and Exchange Commission, and Office of the Comptroller of the Currency, “Comment Letter on 
the Notice of Proposed Rulemaking Implementing Section 619 of the Dodd-Frank Wall Street 
Reform and Consumer Protection Act,” at 56-57, http://www.sec.gov/comments/s7-41- 
U/S741 ll-267.pdf. 

For more information on the bank’s description of the SCP as a hedge, see Chapter III. 

Subcommittee interview of Doug McLaugJilin and Michael Sullivan, OCC (8/30/2012). 

See 12/8/2010 Supervisory Letter JPM-2010-80, OCC-SPI-0001 1201 [Sealed Exhibit]. 
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Board of Directors committee.'^''® The Supervisory Letter made no 
explicit mention of the Synthetic Credit Portfolio, but because the SCP 
was part of the TAA portfolio, which was mentioned in the MRA, the 
MRA also applied to the SCP,'^"" 

Prior to the OCC’s issuance of a Supervisory Letter, it is standard 
practice for the OCC to hold a close-out meeting with the bank to 
discuss the examination findings, requirements, and recommendations, 
and receive bank management’s response. The OCC’s head capital 
markets examiner at JPMorgan Chase held that meeting with CIO head 
Ina Drew, whom he said did not react well to the examination’s 
criticisms. According to a later email by his supervisor, the OCC 
Examiner-In-Charge, Ms. Drew “‘sternly’ discussed [the OCC’s] 
conclusions with him for 45 minutes.”'^''^ The OCC told the 
Subcommittee that, among other objections, she complained that the 
regulator was trying to “destroy” JPMorgan Chase’s business, and that 
its requirements would take away necessary flexibility from the CIO.'^'*^ 
Moreover, according to the Examiner-In-Charge’s email, Ms. Drew 
informed the OCC “that investment decisions are made with the full 
understanding of executive management including Jamie Dimon. She 
said that everyone knows what is going on and there is little need for 
more limits, controls, or reports.”' 

The OCC’s head capital markets examiner told the Subcommittee 
that he was “surprised” at the time by her reaction, because that level of 
“pushback” for an MRA regarding “basic banking” expectations was 
“extreme.”'^''^ The OCC Examiner-In-Charge characterized Ms. Drew’s 
response as an attempt to invoke Mr. Dimon’s authority and reputation 
in order to try to avoid implementing formal documentation 
requirements.'^"'® When asked about the meeting, Ms. Drew told the 
Subcommittee that her recollection was, while she disagreed with the 
OCC’s recommendations, it was a good “two way” discussion.'^"*’ 

The CIO’s formal response to the OCC’s 2010 Supervisory Letter, 
signed by Ms. Drew in January 201 1, committed to documenting 
investment and risk decisions for the SAA portfolio, but never 


12 ® 

Subcommittee interview of Scott Waterhouse, OCC (9/17/2012). 

5/i 1/2012 email from Scott Waterhouse, OCC, to Mike Brosnan, OCC, and Sally Belshaw, 
OCC, “.I.P. Morgan Chase,” OCC-00001746. The OCC Capital Markets head examiner Fred 
Crumiish told the Subcommittee that the Waterhouse email provided an accurate description of 
his telephone call with Ms. Drew. Subcommittee interview of Fred Crumiish, OCC (8/28/2012). 

Subcommittee interview of Fred Crumiish, OCC (8/28/2012). 

5/1 1/2012 email from Scott Waterhouse, OCC, to Mike Brosnan, OCC, and Sally Belshaw, 
OCC, ‘T.P. Morgan Chase,” OCC"OOOOi746; confirmed as an accurate description of the 
telephone call with Ms. Drew. See Subcommittee interviews of Fred Crumiish, OCC 
(8/28/2012) and James Hohl, OCC (9/6/2012). 

Subcommittee interview of Fred Crumiish, OCC (8/28/2012). 

Subcommittee interview of Scott Waterhouse, OCC (9/17/2012). 

Subcommittee interview of Ina Drew, CIO (9/7/2012). 
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mentioned the TAA portfolio in which the SCP was then located.'^"** 

Ms. Drew told the Subcommittee that the failure to mention the TAA 
portion of the MRA was not intentional; the SAA was simply a bigger 
portfolio.’^'*^ The OCC told the Subcommittee that it should have 
noticed at the time that the CIO’s response was limited to the SAA 
portfolio, but said it did not, characterizing its failure to notice as an 
“oversight” by the OCC.'^^' 

According to the OCC, it usually performs a check one year after 
an MRA is issued to evaluate whether the bank has taken the required 
corrective action. In this case, however, the OCC told the Subcommittee 
that it did not provide a timeframe for completion of the corrective 
action and did not check on the status of actions taken by the CIO to 
document its investment and risk decisions. The OCC told the 
Subeommittee that the MRA should have been reviewed by December 
2011, but because of competing priorities, it had delayed conducting that 
review until the fall of 2012. The OCC also told the Subcommittee that 
it must officially “clear” any given MRA on its internal tracking system, 
and does not do so unless examiners confirm that the matter has been 
resolved.'^” Ms. Drew, however, told Subcommittee staff that she 
believed the MRA had been closed out,'^^'' though, in fact, it had not and 
the OCC had not told the bank it was closed. The OCC indicated that, 
while it had not cleared the CIO’s 2010 MRA and would have examined 
the status of the MRA as part of a CIO examination in the fall of 2012, 
an examination that was overcome by events, it still viewed its 
mishandling of the 2010 MRA as a “fail fi'om OCC.”'^^^ 

When asked if the CIO’s aggressive reaction to the 2010 
examination of the CIO was unique, the OCC indicated that it was not. 

In fact, the OCC Examiner-In-Charge at JPMorgan Chase told the 
Subcommittee that it was “very common” for the bank to push back on 
examiner findings and recommendations.'^^® He reealled one instance in 
which bank executives even yelled at OCC examiners and ealled them 
“stupid.”' In another example, in early 2012, aecording to the OCC, 
the most junior capital markets OCC examiner arrived at a meeting at 
the bank to discuss with his bank counterpart the results of a recent OCC 


1/7/201 1 letter from Ina Drew, CIO, to Scott Waterhouse, OCC, OCC-SPI-0001 1 198 at 199. 

Subcommittee interview of Ina Drew, CIO (9/7/2012). Other bank officials describing the 
difference between the two portfolios characterized the SAA as a high credit quality, liquid 
portfolio for investing excess corporate deposits, while the TAA was an “idea” book for 
“testing” new strategies. Subcommittee briefing by JPMorgan Chase (8/15/2012) (Greg Baer, 
Chetan Bhargiri). 

Subcommittee interview of Michael Sullivan and Doug McLaughlin, OCC (8/30/2012). 

Subcommittee interview of Scott Waterhouse, OCC (9/17/2012). 

Subcommittee interview of Michael Sullivan and Doug McLaughlin, OCC (8/30/2012). 

Subcommittee interview of Scott Waterhouse, OCC (9/17/2012). 

Subcommittee interview of Ina Drew, CIO (9/7/2012). 

Subcommittee interview of Michael Sullivan and Doug McLaughlin, OCC (8/30/2012). 

Subcommittee interview of Scott Waterhouse, OCC (9/17/2012). 

Id. 
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stress examination.'^^* But instead of meeting with a single risk 
manager, he was, in his words, “ambushed” by all the heads of risk 
divisions from all the lines of business at the bank, including JPMorgan 
Chase’s Chief Risk Officer, John Hogan. Given the senior rank of 
the bank officials, the junior OCC examiner normally would not have 
led the meeting, but the bank officials pressed him to disclose the OCC’s 
preliminary conclusions. According to the OCC examiner, on every 
issue, the bank’s risk personnel criticized the OCC’s findings and 
recommendations,'^^" and the meeting assumed a loud and “combative” 
tone.'^"' The OCC examiner recalled that Peter Weiland, the CIO’s 
Chief Market Risk Officer, agreed with the OCC’s suggestion on one 
point, which had the effect of quieting the executives in the room, but 
said it was the only issue on which anyone from the bank supported an 
OCC recommendation from that examination.'^®'^ After the meeting 
ended, he said that, despite the bank’s aggressive response, the OCC 
issued its Supervisory Letter largely in line with the original conclusions 
the examiner had presented. '^®'’ 

Still another instance involved profit and loss reports. The OCC 
said that, in August 2011, the daily Investment Bank P&L report stopped 
arriving in OCC electronic inboxes. The OCC explained that when it 
brought up what it thought was simply a glitch in JPMorgan Chase’s 
email delivery, the bank responded that the bank would no longer be 
providing the Investment Bank’s daily P&L reports, because it was too 
much information to provide to the OCC.''^®* The OCC said that the 
bank explained further that it had experienced a series of unauthorized 
data disclosures and the bank, not knowing who was leaking the data, 
sought to limit the information it provided to the OCC, even though 
OCC had not been responsible for the leaks. According to the OCC, 
when it requested resumption of the daily Investment Bank P&L reports, 
Douglas Braunstein, JPMorgan Chase’s Chief Financial Officer, agreed 
to the request, but had apparently not informed Mr. Dlmon. At a 
meeting shortly thereafter, attended by Mr. Braunstein, Mr. Dimon, and 
OCC Examiner-in-Charge Scott Waterhouse, according to Mr. 
Waterhouse, when Mr. Braunstein stated that he had ordered resumption 
of the reports, Mr. Dimon reportedly raised his voice in anger at Mr. 


Subcommittee interview of Jaymin Berg, OCC (8/31/2012). The examination wa,? regarding 
the Firm Wide Stress Initiative, which concluded with an OCC Supervisory Letter. See 3/9/2012 
OCC Supervisory Letter JPM-2012-09to JPMorgan Chase, “Examination of FSI Stress Testing 
Framework” [Sealed Exhibit]. 

Subcommittee interview of Jaymin Berg, OCC (8/3 1/2012). 

Id. 

,261 

See 3/9/2012 OCC Supervisory Letter JPM-2012~09 to JPMorgan Chase, “Examination of 
FSI Stress Testing Framework” [Sealed Exhibit]; Subcommittee interview of Jaymin Berg, OCC 
(8/31/2012). 

Subcommittee interview of Scott Waterhouse, OCC (9/17/2012). 
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Braunstein.'^^® Mr. Waterhouse said that Mr. Dimon then disclosed that 
he was the one who had ordered a halt to the reports and expressed the 
opinion that the OCC did not need the daily P&L figures for the 
Investment Bank.'^'’^ The bank estimated that the OCC was without the 
reports for about two weeks altogether. 

(3) 2011: Missing SCP Red Flags 

In 201 1, the SCP expanded dramatically, acquired a complex mix 
of credit derivatives, and bankrolled a high risk series of credit trades 
that produced substantial unexpected revenues. Along the way, several 
red flags highlighted risks associated with the growing SCP, which 
should have caught the OCC’s attention and led to a regulatory inquiry 
into the CIO’s growing synthetic credit trading, but the OCC missed 
those red flags. 

In 201 1, the SCP expanded tenfold in size, from about $4 billion in 
notional positions at the beginning of the year to $5 1 billion at the end of 
the year. ™* As explained earlier, it acquired a complex mix of long and 
short credit instruments with varying reference assets and maturities, and 
the portfolio began to trigger breaches of the CIO’s stress loss limit. 

For example, in the first half of 201 1, the CIO reported multiple, 
sustained breaches of its stress limits and attributed those breaches to 
increased activity in its “synthetic credit (tranche) book.”'^^° The CIO’s 
stress limits were triggered eight times, sometimes for weeks at a stretch, 
from January to June 20 1 1 The bank notified the OCC about those 
stress limit breaches, like other internal risk limit breaches, in the bank’s 
regular Market Risk Management (MRM) Reporting emails which listed 
risk limit breaches and in its weekly Market Risk Stress Testing 
reports.'^^^ In those reports, the CIO attributed all of the CIO’s stress 
limit breaches to changes in its “synthetic credit (tranche book).”'^^^ In 
the first breach of the year, for example, which occurred on January 27, 


1266 
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See “Summary of Positions by Type,” prepared by JPMorgan Chase in response to a 
Subcommittee request, JPM-CIO-PSI 0037609. 

Stress loss limits are dollar amounts projecting losses under specified “adverse and abnormal 
market environments.” 2013 JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, at 82. Stress testing was 
applied on a weekly basis to the SCP to determine whether it would exceed its stress loss limit. 

If the limit was exceeded, the CIO was supposed to reconfigure the SCP to end the breach. For 
more information, see Chapter V. 

Subcommittee interview of Michael Sullivan and Doug McLaughlin, OCC (8/30/2012); 
10/26/2012 OCC Confidential Supervisory Report, Appendix 4 (summary of CIO limit 
exceptions Jan. ~ June 201 1), PSI-OCC-13-000067 [Sealed Exhibit]. 

See 10/26/2012 OCC Confidential Supervisory Report, Appendix 4 (summary of CIO limit 
exceptions Jan. - June 201 1) at PSI-OCC-i3-000067 [Sealed Exhibit]. 

Id. 

Id. 
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2011, the CIO continued to breach the limit for seven weeks in a row, 
peaking at 50% over the limit.’^^"^ 

The CIO’s stress limit breaches were dramatic and sustained 
during the first half of 201 1, yet when the OCC inquired into the reason 
for the breaches, the bank “failed to offer any details about the source,” 
and the OCC did not pursue additional information. In hindsight, the 
OCC identified its failure to follow up on the results of the stress limit 
breaches - whose very purpose was to identify portfolio risk - as “one of 
our misses.”'^’’’ In fact, it was a major misstep. By failing to insist on 
bank answers about the synthetic credit tranche book, the OCC missed a 
key opportunity to examine and perhaps curb the excesses of the SCP 
prior to its incurring losses in 2012. The OCC also told the 
Subcommittee that the multiple breaches of the 201 1 stress limit 
provided evidence that the SCP was not, even then, providing stress loss 
protection to the bank, or acting as a hedge, but was engaging in a 
strategy to earn profits for the bank.'^^^ 

Later in 201 1, the SCP entered into a high risk derivatives bet 
which, due to an American Airlines declaration of bankruptcy, produced 
roughly $400 million in unexpected revenues for the CIO in late 
November. One of the CIO traders, Bruno Iksil, purchased tranches 
in a soon-to-expire credit index series, which leveraged the CIO’s 
position to produce the gain. The bank reportedly spent $1 billion 
acquiring those positions.'^’^ Despite the enormous size of those 
transactions and the hundreds of millions of dollars they generated, the 
bank did not alert the OCC to the trading activity and the OCC did not 
inquire into the source of the gain. 

In hindsight, the OCC characterized the trading profits as 
“outsized”'^*® and due to an “idiosyncratic” trade that the CIO should 
not have been making, especially since the American Airlines loss 
protection had no link to any credit exposure at the bank.’^*' Given that 

'™ Subcommittee interview of Michael Sullivan and Doug McLaughlin, OCC (8/30/2012); 
10/26/2012 OCC Confidential Supervisory Report, Appendix 4 (summary of CIO limit 
exceptions Jan. - June 201 1), PSI-OCC-1 3-000067 [Scaled Exhibit], 

10/26/2012 OCC Confidential Supervisory Report, at PSI-OCC-1 3-000042 [Sealed 
Exhibit]. 

Subcommittee interview of Michael Sullivtui and Doug McLaughlin, OCC (8/30/2012) 

(Doug McLaughlin). 

Subcommittee interview of Michael Sullivan and Doug McLaughlin, OCC (8/30/2012). 

See 4/5/2012 email from Ina Drew, CIO, to Jamie Dimon, JPMorgan Chase, and others, 
“CIO,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0000539 (“^fhe fourth quarter 400 million gain was the result of the 
unexpected american airlines default”). For more information about this bet, see Chapter III. 

OCC data analysis derived from DTCC data for JPMorgan Chase, described in “JPMC-CIO 
timeline of Significant Events and OCC Discovery,” prepared by the OCC, OCC-SPI-00038895, 
at 6 [Sealed Exhibit]; see also 10/26/2012 OCC Confidential Supervisory Report, Appendix 1 1 
at PSI-OCC-13-000113 [Sealed Exhibit]. 

1280 5/31/2012 email from Fred Crumiish, OCC, to Scott Waterhouse, OCC, “QA,” OCC-SPI- 
00026410. 

Subcommittee interview of Fred Crumiish, OCC (8/29/2012); 10/26/2012 OCC 
Memorandum from Sally Beishaw, OCC, to Michael Brosnan, OCC, “Review of Events 
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the bank admitted that the “CDX[.]HY positions were set up to take 
advantage of [a] key bankruptcy credit related event[],”'^®^ this $400 
million gain was a red flag signaling high risk, proprietary trading by the 
CIO, but it was a red flag that, again, was missed by the OCC. 

C. 2012: Dodging OCC Oversight While SCP 
Losses Mount 

In its initial years of operation, the Synthetic Credit Portfolio did 
not attract OCC notice, in part because the CIO did not name the 
portfolio in any of its submissions to the agency. In January 2012, the 
CIO named the SCP in a VaR report to the OCC, only to inform the 
OCC that it was planning to reduce the portfolio. Despite that 
representation, in the first three months of the year, the CIO tripled the 
size of the SCP, buying tens of billions of dollars of a high-risk mix of 
short and long credit derivatives in credit derivatives, only to see their 
value crash, resulting in mounting losses. As the OCC later described it; 
“SCP was obscure but not hidden as it went from operating outside of 
control limits in 201 1 to operating out of control in 2012.” Until the 
SCP’s losses escalated, the CIO minimized the data it provided to the 
OCC about the SCP, leaving the OCC misinformed and therefore blind 
to the portfolio’s excesses. In addition, the OCC failed to take notice of 
or act on the CIO’s multiple, sustained risk limit breaches. 

(1) Misinforming OCC that SCP Book to be Reduced 

In the last week of January 2012, OCC examiners set up a standard 
quarterly meeting with the CIO’s Chief Financial Officer John Wilmot 
to review the prior quarter and get an update on the CIO’s plans for the 
new quarter.'^*'* One of the OCC examiners who attended the meeting 
prepared notes summarizing what was discussed and circulated them 
among OCC staff with CIO supervision responsibility.'^®^ According to 
the OCC summary, during the meeting, Mr. Wilmot discussed the MTM 
book, which was the trading book whose assets were valued on a mark- 
to-market basis and consisted mostly of the SCP.'^®^ He said that the 
CIO’s “MTM” book was “decreasing in size in 2012. It’s expected that 


Surrounding Losses at CIO and Lessons Learned,” PSr-OCC-I3-000003 [Sealed Exhibit] 
(identifying the American Airlines gain as an “outsize gain” that OCC should have 
‘1nvestigate[d].”). 

12/201 1 “Chief Investment Office Executive Management Report,” JPMorgan Chase, OCC- 
SPL0003247, at248. 

10/26/2012 OCC Confidential Supervisory Report, PSI-OCC-13-000020 [Sealed Exhibit]. 

See 1/24/3012 email from James Hohl, OCC, to Jaymin Berg, OCC, “CIO meeting,” OCC- 
00004746; Subcommittee interview of Jaymin Berg, OCC (8/3 1/20 1 2). 

See 1/31/2012 email from Jaymin Berg, OCC, to Fred Crumlish, OCC, “CIO Quarterly 
Meeting,” OCC-SPL00004695. 

Subcommittee interview of John Wilmot, CIO (9/1 1/2012) (explaining the name change 
from the TAA to the new name, MTM, a portfolio that was mostly the synthetic credit portfolio); 
Subcommittee interview of James Hohl, OCC (9/6/2012).. 
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RWA [Risk Weighted Assets] will decrease from $70B [billion] to 

The OCC told the Subcommittee that, as a result of this meeting, it 
understood that the MTM book would be “de minimus” within a year or 
two.'^** Another OCC examiner who attended the meeting with Mr. 
Wilmot told the Subcommittee that Mr. Wilmot conveyed the CIO’s 
plan to reduce its MTM positions and decrease the volume of its 
trading.'^*^ While Mr. Wilmot did not explain whether the CIO would 
reduce the portfolio’s RWA by selling positions or letting positions 
naturally expire, the OCC told the Subcommittee that its interpretation 
was that, overall, the notional size of the portfolio would decrease 
because RWA typically reflects the size of the book. The OCC told the 
Subcommittee that the converse scenario - reducing RWA by increasing 
notionals - would be “very unusual.”'^’® The CIO’s counterintuitive 
strategy prompted even Mr. Dimon to ask later on: “Why didn’t they just 
sell vs offset[?]”'^®' Likewise, the OCC’s Examiner-in-Charge at 
JPMorgan Chase told the Subcommittee that he had the same 
understanding: “We were informed at year end 201 1 that they were 
going to ‘take the book down, reduce the risk.’ That meant getting 


See 1/31/2012 email from Jaymin Berg, OCC, to Fred Crumlish, OCC, “CIO Quarterly 
Meeting,” OCC-SPI-00004695. Mr. Wilmot told the Subcommittee that these notes were 
accurate. Subcommittee interview of John Wilmot, CIO (9/1 1/2012). The only contrary 
evidence provided to the OCC contradicting the representation made in the January 2012 
meeting that the SCP would be “decreasing in size” was in a CIO internal audit report that was 
forwarded to the OCC two months later. See 201 1 d*** Quarter JPMorgan Chase CA Quarterly 
Summary of Global Chief Investment Office, OCC-SPI-00002481. This audit report stated: 
“Going into the new year [2012], the plan is to expand the derivatives trading book to nominal of 
at least $47 billion by the end of January 201 1.” Id., at 2. When reviewing that audit report, Mr. 
Wilmot explained, first, that the date given in the report, “January 20 1 1 was likely a 
typographical error given that the document was prepared in the fourth quarter of2011. 
Subcommittee interview of John Wilmot, CIO (9/1 1/2012). Secondly, he explained that the 
stated plan to increase the SCP by $47 billion was not familiar to him; he stated there was no 
such plan to increase notionals. Id. From the OCC’s perspective, while the OCC did not directly 
confront the bank about the audit report’s plan for the SCP, Mr. Hoh! told the Subcommittee that 
when the OCC received the fourth quarter 201 1 audit in March 2012, it was already out of date, 
and he dismissed the stated plan to increase notionals because Mr. Wilmot had already told him 
differently at the end of .January 2012. Subcommittee interview of James Hohl, OCC (9/6/2012). 

Subcommittee interview of Jaymin Berg, OCC (8/3 1/2012). During the meeting, the bank 
did not disclose, as it should have, just how enormous the Synthetic Credit Portfolio was at the 
time. It then included, for example, a $278 billion notional position in the IG9 credit index, a 
$115 billion notional position in the HYIO and 11 credit indices; and a $90 billion notional 
position in the Main ITraxx S9 index. See 1/18/2012 email from Bruno Iksil, CIO to Julien 
Grout, CIO, “Meeting materials for 11am meeting,” conveying presentation entitled, “Core 
Credit Book Highlights” (January 2012), prepared by Mr. Iksil, at JPM-CIO-PSI 0000098, at 
101. Reducing these positions to a de minimus amount would also have been very expensive; 
the CIO traders had earlier calculated that reducing tbe CIO’s RWA by just $ 1 0 billion would 
cost $516 million. 1/4/2012 email from Julien Grout, CIO, to Ina Drew, John Wilmot, and Javier 
Martin-Artajo, CIO, “RWA reduction for Core Credit- scenario analysis summary,” JPM-CIO- 
PSI 0001259, at 260. The notes of the quarterly meeting do not contain any reference to that 
expense. 

Subcommittee interview of James Hohl, OCC (9/6/2012). 

Subcommittee interview of Jaymin Berg, OCC (8/31/2012). 

4/13/2012 email from Jamie Dimon, JPMorgan Chase, to John Hogan, JPMorgan Chase, 
“CIO,” JPM-CIO-PSI 000 1753. 
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RWA down. My understanding, in my mind, they were going to reduce 
the book.”'^^^ When asked about his statements to the OCC during the 
January 2012 meeting, Mr. Wilmot told the Subcommittee that when he 
spoke of “decreases,” it was only in terms of RWA, and that he was 
unaware of the tactics the CIO traders planned to use to decrease the 
RWA.'^” 

A few days earlier on January 26, 2012, the CIO traders had 
proposed lowering the SCP’s RWA, not by reducing the size of the 
trading book, but by purchasing increased amounts of long credit 
instruments to offset the book’s short positions. The notes of the 
quarterly meeting do not contain any reference to that proposal, and the 
OCC examiners informed the Subcommittee that the bank never raised 
it.'^^^ Because the bank’s strategy for reducing the CIO’s RWA - by 
adding long positions - would increase risk, and because it was contrary 
to usual practice for “decreasing” the portfolio, JPMorgan Chase should 
have told the OCC about its plans at the time. 

Moreover, at the time of the quarterly meeting on January 31, 

2012, CIO trader Bruno Iksil had already informed CIO management 
that the SCP had lost $100 million and was expected to lose another 
$300 million.'^^'’ Together, that huge loss would eliminate the CIO’s 
entire fourth quarter 20 1 1 gains and, according to the OCC examiner, 
constituted “material” information that the bank should have shared, but 
which Mr. Wilmot did not disclose.'^’’ Mr. Wilmot told the 
Subcommittee that, even though he was the CIO’s Chief Financial 
Officer, he did not review the SCP’s daily profit and loss numbers, and 
that even if he had, the profits and losses for the book would have 
“moved around.”*^^* It was the first of many SCP losses that the bank 
did not disclose to the OCC, but should have. 

The bottom line is that the OCC’s quarterly meeting with the CIO 
took place at a critical time. Had the CIO disclosed the size, risk profile, 
losses, and plans for the SCP to its regulator during the January 2012 
meeting - rather than downplayed the portfolio by saying the CIO 
planned to reduce it - the OCC could have evaluated the trading strategy 


Subcommittee interview of Scott Waterhouse, OCC (9/17/2012). 

Subcommittee interview of John Wilmot, CIO (9/1 1/2012). 

1/26/2012 email from Bruno Iksil, CIO, to Andrew Perryman, CIO, “credit book last 
version,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0000159, conveying “Core Credit Book Highlights,” (1/2012), prepared 
by Mr. Iksil; Subcommittee interview of Peter Weiland, CIO (8/29/2012). For more information 
about this proposal and its approval, see Chapter III. 

Subcommittee interviews of Scott Waterhouse, OCC (9/17/2012) and Jaymin Derg, OCC 
(8/31/2012). 

1/26/2012 email from Bruno Iksil, CIO, to Julien Grout, CIO, “credit book last version,” 
conveying “Core Credit Book Highlights,” (1/2012), prepared by Mr. Iksil, JPM-CIO-PSI- 
0000159. The $100 million in losses was also reported in the daily profit and loss reports 
recorded internally by the CIO. 

^ Subcommittee interview of Jaymin Berg, OCC (8/31/2012). 

Subcommittee interview of John Wilmot, CIO (9/1 1/2012). 
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and raised questions about the rapid expansion in size and risk that took 
place over the next two months and later led to multl-billion-dollar 
losses. 


(2) Failing to Provide OCC with CIO Data 

The CIO managed $350 billion in excess deposits, a portfolio 
whose size was second only to that managed by the Investment Bank 
within JPMorgan Chase. To keep apprised of CIO activity, the OCC 
required the bank to share a number of standard internal reports tracking 
the CIO’s asset, risk, and profit/loss data. In early 2012, however, the 
bank’s standard reports began to omit critical CIO data. Those data gaps 
meant the OCC did not have comprehensive or up-to-date information 
about the CIO’s trading activities, ineluding with respect to the SCP. 

Executive Management Reports. One of the regular reports the 
bank supplied to the OCC was a monthly Treasury Executive 
Management Report (EMR), which included a section with basic 
performance data for the CIO. According to the OCC, over time, those 
reports became thinner and thinner with less useful information about 
the CIO.'^’® The OCC told the Subeommittee that it approached 
JPMorgan Chase’s Chief Financial Officer, Douglas Braunstein, as well 
as the bank’s Corporate Treasury division about the lack of sufficient 
information in the EMR.'^®° The OCC explained that it was concerned 
because “less information mean[t] less questions” that regulators could 
pose.’^”' Then, in January 2012, the OCC noted that the usual monthly 
Treasury EMR did not include any section on the CIO, as it had in the 
past. The OCC said it later learned that, without any notice to the 
agency, the CIO had begun issuing its own Executive Management 
Report.’^°^ The OCC said that the CIO did not provide the OCC with 
copies of the CIO’s new EMR in January, February, March, or April, the 
same four-month period during which the SCP losses exploded. 

When the OCC finally learned of and requested a copy of the CIO’s 
monthly EMR report in April, after the London whale stories appeared 
in the press,’^°'* it promptly received a copy.'^®^ It is difficult to 
understand how the bank could have failed to provide, and the OCC 
failed to request, basic CIO performance data for a four month period. 


Subcommittee interview of Fred Crumlish, OCC (8/28/2012). 

1300 

Id. 

4/19/2012 email from John Wilmot, CIO, to James Hohl, OCC, “CIO EMR?,” OCC- 
00004723. 

1303 4/J9/2012 email from James Hohl, OCC, to Geralynn Batista, OCC, “CIO portfolio,” OCC- 
SPI-00021700. The bank loid the Subcommittee that it provided the new CIO EMR to the FDIC 
and Federal Reserve, and it was simply an oversight that it was not also sent to the OCC. 

1304 4/] 3/20 12 email from Thomas Fursa, OCC, to James Flohl, OCC, “CIO Deck,” OCC- 
00004720. 

Subcommittee interview of Fred Crumlish, OCC (8/28/2012). 
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Valuation Control Group Reports. A second type of report that 
the bank routinely provided to the OCC was the CIO’s Valuation 
Control Group (VCG) reports, which were monthly reports containing 
verified valuations of its portfolio assets. The OCC used these reports to 
track the performance of the CIO investment portfolios. But in 2012, 
the OCC told the Subcommittee that the CIO VCG reports for February 
and March failed to arrive.'^* These are the same months during which 
it was later discovered that the CIO had mismarked the SCP book to 
hide the extent of its losses.'^“^ On April 13, 2012, after the London 
whale trades appeared in the press, the OCC requested copies of the 
February and March VCG reports, which were provided on the same 
day.'’®* Again, it is difficult to understand how the bank could have 
failed to provide those basic reports on a timely basis, and how the OCC 
could have failed to notice, for two months, that the reports had not 
arrived. Moreover, when the March VCG report was later revised to 
increase the SCP liquidity reserve by roughly fivefold, that revised 
report was not provided to the OCC until May 1 7.*^®® 

P«&L Reports. Though the bank provided P&L reports for the 
CIO on a monthly basis to the OCC, they failed to break out the 
Synthetic Credit Portfolio as a line item, which, the OCC explained, 
made reviewing that individual portfolio virtually impossible. In 
addition to omitting any mention of the SCP’s losses from the P&L 
reports supplied to the OCC, no senior bank official provided any 
separate oral or written disclosure to the OCC about the SCP’s mounting 
losses. For more than four months, the OCC remained uninformed 
about the hundreds of millions and then billions of dollars being lost. 
Those losses totaled $100 million in January, increased by $69 million 
in February, climbed another $550 million in March, and exploded with 
another $1.5 billion in April, producing a cumulative loss figure of $2.1 
billion by the end of that month. The OCC told the Subcommittee that 
losses of that magnitude should have been disclosed by the bank to the 
OCC Examiner-in-Charge.'®’® 

For its part, the OCC did not insist on obtaining more detailed 
information about the SCP until May 2012, after the bank told the OCC 
that the SCP had lost $1.6 billion, and that the bank would “make some 


4/13/2012 email from John Beiiando, JPMorgan Chase, to James Hohl, OCC, “CIO January 
2012 valuation memo and metri[c]s,” OCC-00004735; Subcommittee interview of James Hohl, 
OCC {9/5/2012). 

For more information about the mismarking that took place during these months, see Chapter 
4. 

1308 4/13/2012 email from John Beiiando, JPMorgan Chase, to James Hohl, OCC, “CIO January 
2012 valuation memo and metri[cls,” OCC-00004735. 

Subcommittee interview of James Hohl, OCC (9/5/2012); 5/17/2012 email from George 
Banks, OCC, to Fred Crumlish, OCC, “CIO Valuation Summary Memo - March 2012 Months 
End Results REVISED,” OCC-SPI~0002 1894-895 (“Just received a revised CIO March 2012 
Valuation Summary .... Appears that they are revising 1Q12 results?”). 

Subcommittee interview of Scott Waterhouse, OCC (9/17/2013). 
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comment” about it in a public filing due in a few days.'^’ ' The OCC 
examiners then made multiple requests to the bank for S CP-level profit 
and loss data to monitor SCP performance going forward. At the 
time, the OCC head capital markets examiner told his colleagues, “[the] 
Bank will likely object to this.”'^'^ That the OCC expected JPMorgan 
Chase to resist providing data about a portfolio losing billions of dollars 
and raising questions about the bank’s entire risk management system is 
disturbing evidence of not only the bank’s resistance to OCC oversight, 
but also the OCC’s failure to establish a regulatory relationship in which 
the bank accepted its obligation to readily provide data requested by its 
regulator. 

The OCC told the Subcommittee that when the bank finally 
provided daily P&L data for the CIO’s individual portfolios, it again 
provided aggregated data that made it difficult to track and analyze the 
trading activity and individual assets. The OCC noted that the 
aggregated SCP data was in marked contrast to the daily P&L data that 
JPMorgan Chase’s Investment Bank provided to the OCC on a routine 
basis for the same types of credit derivatives.'^''' 

Later on, the OCC learned that the P&L reporting for the SCP 
included mismarked derivative values which produced quarter-end SCP 
losses that, as a whole, were understated by $660 million. While the 
OCC told the Subcommittee that it concluded that the bank had not 
undertaken a deliberate effort to mislead its regulator, the bank’s 
improper valuation practices had resulted in misleading P&L 
information being sent to the OCC.'^'* 

Late, missing, and misleading CIO information in the EMR, VCG, 
and P&L reports sent to the OCC meant that the OCC was supervising 

5/4/2012 email from Scott Waterhouse, OCC, to Fred Crumlish, OCC, CIO Synthetic 
Position, OCC-SPI-00021853 (“Doug Braunstein and John Hogan called to provide an update on 
the CIO position. ... Current losses are approximately $1.6 billion.”). SCP profit-loss reports 
indicate, however, that as of the day of the call, SCP cumulative losses were actually $2.3 
billion. See OCC spreadsheet, OCC-SPI-00000298, printed in a chart prepared by the 
Subcommittee in Chapter IV. 

See 5/16/2012 email from Elwyn Wong, OCC, to Scott Waterhouse, OCC and others, 
“CSOl,” OCC-SPI-00023929; 5/14/2012 email from James Hohl, OCC, to John Wilmot, CIO, 
“CIO PifeL Reporting,” OCC-00004759 (stating that an OCC request for SCP PifeL for prior five 
weeks was made on May 7, 2012 and repeated on May 14, 2012); 5/17/2012 email from James 
Hohl, OCC, to Fred Crumlish, OCC, “Not Getting CIO Daily P&L after only one day,” OCC- 
00004540 (Mr. Hohl: “I got one CIO daily P&L distribution and then didn’t yesterday. I 
inquired about it this morning, but haven’t heard back.”). 

5/7/2012 email from Fred Crumlish, OCC, to Scott Waterhouse and others, OCC, “CIO 
information for Wednesday,” OCC-SPI-00013737, (“[W]e haven’t historically gotten P&L from 
them [CIO] as we do the IB [Investment Bank] .... However, I asked James [Hohl] to first, put 
in a request for more granular daily P&L on the synthetic credit to help us prepare for 
Wednesday’s meeting, and, more generally, put out the request that going forward we get daily 
P&L in a form such as they provide to (say) Ina Drew. Bank will likely object to this.”). 

See Subcommittee interview of Jairam Kamath, OCC (8/24/2012). 

See Subcommittee interviewof Scott Waterhouse, OCC (9/17/2012). For more information 
about this mismarking, see Chapter IV. 

Subcommittee interview of Michael Sullivan and Doug McLaughlin, OCC (8/30/2012). 
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the CIO using incomplete and inaccurate information.'^’^ The lack of 
accurate data also impeded effective OCC oversight of the high risk 
trading strategies used in the SCP that eventually caused the bank to lose 
over $6 billion. The absence of transparent, detailed, and accurate 
information about the Synthetic Credit Portfolio is exactly the type of 
documented investment and risk information that the OCC called for 
after its 2010 examination of the CIO, information requirements which 
Ina Drew railed against as unnecessary and intrusive. 

(3) Failing to Investigate Risk Limit Breaches 

During the first quarter of 2012, while JPMorgan Chase omitted 
critical CIO data from key reports sent to the OCC and failed to send 
some reports altogether, it did regularly report to the OCC another type 
of data - ongoing breaches of the CIO’s risk limits - that warned of the 
escalating risk in the CIO’s trading book. The OCC has acknowledged 
internally that its examiners received that data from the bank, but 
inexplicably failed to take notiee of it or to investigate the causes of the 
ongoing breaches. 

In its October 2012 internal report summarizing oversight failures 
and lessons learned from the JPMorgan Chase whale trades, the OCC 
found that its examiners had received the bank’s regular market risk 
reporting emails on a daily basis, which included reported breaches of 
risk limits and risk advisories. '■"* For example, the Market Risk 
Reporting System (MaRRS) report provided the OCC with weekly stress 
loss data for different scenarios,'^” and Market Risk Management 
(MRM) Reporting emails provided notice of risk limit breaches. The 
MRM Reporting emails were typically sent to the OCC with attached 
spreadsheets detailing risk limits at different lines of business, including 
the CIO, and when those limits were breached. Thus, the OCC received 
contemporaneous notice when all five of the risk limits covering the 
SCP were breached in the first quarter of2012: VaR, CSOl, CSWI0%, 
stress loss, and the stop loss advisories. 


Sec 7/30/2012 OCC Large Bank Supervision presentation to Subcommittee re Chief 
Investment Office Discussion, at PSI-OCC-06-000003 (“Wc rely on bank MIS (CIO MIS was 
misleading.)”). “MIS” stands for Management Information Systems, that is, regular reports and 
data that the bank generates and provides to the OCC. See, c.g., 2012 Memo from Patti 
Spellacy, OCC, to Michael Brosnan, OCC, “Response to Senate Banking Committee,” OCC- 
SPI-00074914, at U. 

See 10/26/2012 OCC Confidential Supervisory Report, at PSI-OCC-13-000042 [Sealed 
Exhibit]; Subcommittee interview of Jairam Kamath, OCC (8/24/2012). 

See, e.g., 4/13/2012 email from Jairam Kamath, OCC, to Fred Crumlish, OCC, “CIO stress 
loss trend chart,” OCC~SPI-00021 724; Subcommittee interview of Jairam Kamath, OCC 
(8/24/2012); 4/5/2012 email from Jaymin Berg, OCC, to Fred Crumlish, OCC, “reports list,” 
OCC-00005405. 

See, e.g., 10/26/2012 OCC Confidential Supervisory Report, at PSI-OCC-13-000069 [Sealed 
Exhibit] . 

See, e.g., 4/4/2012 email from MRM Firmwide Reporting, JPMorgan Chase, to Fred 
Crumlish, OCC, and others, “Firmwide Risk Daily: Market Risk Limits and VAR Reports - 
Regulators (COB 4/3/2012),” at OCC-SPI-00132363 (see tab: CIO_Global_Credit, listing VaR 
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The bank began reporting the CIO breaches in January and 
continued to report multiple breaches for months. While the OCC 
maintained all of the bank’s regular reports, including the MaRRS and 
MRM reports, in a central database, the Subcommittee found no 
evidence that the OCC made use of the risk limit reports in its routine 
regulatory oversight efforts. For example, the Subcommittee found no 
evidence that OCC examiners analyzed the data to identity the most 
serious breaches or attempted to investigate why the breaches were 
occurring. Had the OCC reviewed it, the data would have disclosed 
over 330 risk limit breaches from January to April 2012, including a 
jump from the fourth quarter of 201 1 to the first quarter of 2012 of 6 to 
170 risk limit breaches. Given that the OCC did not appear to notice 
when other regular CIO reports stopped arriving until press articles on 
April 6 drew attention to the CIO, as detailed above, it is possible that 
the OCC examiners were not even reviewing the regular MaRRS and 
MRM reports during the first quarter of 2012. 

The OCC also failed to inquire into the CIO’s implementation in 
January 2012, of a new VaR model that, overnight, lowered the CIO’s 
VaR by 50%. The bank’s regular MRM report emails, which OCC 
received contemporaneously, provided the OCC with timely notice of 
three significant facts: that the CIO had breached the bankwide VaR 
limit for four days running in January; that the CIO was poised to 
implement a new VaR model on January 27; and that the new model 
would significantly reduce the CIO’s VaR results. The 
Subcommittee found no evidence, however, that the OCC noticed the 
emails at the time they were sent, asked about the reasons for the VaR 
breach, requested information about the new model, or made any inquiry 
into how the new model could produce such a dramatically lower VaR. 
About a month later, on March 1, 2012, according to OCC notes, the 
bank held a meeting with the OCC and mentioned the January CIO VaR 
model change, but the OCC’s notes contain no reference to the earlier 


Limits, 10% Credit Spread Widening, Credit Spread BPV, and Stop Loss Advisory Limits for 
MTM One Day, Five Day, and Twenty Day, among other listed risk limits). For more 
information about the breaches of the CIO risk limits, see Chapter V. 

5/4/2012 email from Irvin Goldman, CIO, to Peter Wetland, CIO, and others, “Infonnation 
Needed,” JPM-CIO-PSI-H 0000627-636. 

See 10/26/2012 OCC Confidential Supervisory Report, at PSI-OCC-13-000042 [Sealed 
Exhibit] (“The change in the VaR model and its large reduction in measured risk was noted in 
reports received by the OCC.”); 5/21/2012 email from Jairam Kamath, OCC, to Fred Crumlish, 
OCC, and others, “cio var change,” OCC-SPI-00021932 (“Here are a few comments from the 
days preceding the synthetic credit VaR model change that became effective 1/27/12. Note the 
reduction of CIO VaR by 44% to $57mm.”), citing to MRM Reporting emails from JPMorgan 
Chase, e.g., 1/25/2012 email from MRM Reporting, JPMorgan Chase, to Peter Weiland, CIO, 
and others, “ACTION NEEDED: CIO Intemationa!-One-Off Limits Approval,” JPM-CIO-PSI 
0000157. 
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bank reports about it and no indication that the OCC asked any questions 
about the model change, lower VaR, or earlier breach. 

The OCC was also aware that, although the VaR model had 
changed, the bank had not made any corresponding change in the VaR 
limit for the CIO, which meant that the CIO would be able to take on 
new risk.'^^^ An OCC examiner told the Subcommittee that a model 
change was “typically” accompanied by a limit change, and the VaR 
model change was a “significant” one, so the VaR “limit should have 
changed” when the new VaR model was implemented. The OCC 
told the Subcommittee, however, that the bank proposed waiting to 
change the CIO VaR limit until it had revised all of CIO’s risk limits, 
and the OCC did not challenge that proposal. As a result, during the 
months of February, March, and April, the CIO’s VaR rose steadily, 
unimpeded by a limit that was effectively 50% too high. The OCC 
raised no objection and allowed the bank to continue to delay revising 
the CIO VaR limit. 

Timely information on when a bank’s risk limits are breached 
provides a valuable, cost-effective tool for regulators to monitor risk at a 
large financial institution. Had the OCC investigated the multiple 
breaches reported by the bank relating to the CIO, it is possible that the 
agency would have uncovered the SCP’s rapidly expanding holdings, 
examined the risks being incurred, and placed limits on the unsafe and 
unsound derivatives trading in the SCP. The OCC appears not to have 
reviewed this data, because it viewed the CIO as low risk.’^^’ While 
OCC has internally concluded that the bank’s risk reports were “poor 
and non-transparent,”'^^* it needs to rectify its own approach to be more 
responsive to red flags where they do exist. 

(4) Miscasting Long Acquisitions As Risk Reducing 

Contemporaneous OCC documentation indicates that many senior 
OCC personnel initially accepted the bank’s characterization of the SCP 
as a hedging mechanism intended to reduce bank risk. When questions 


See 3/1/2012 Memo from Jaymin Berg, OCC, to OCC File, “Market Risk Reporting,” OCC- 
SPI--00035322, at 323 (memo from meeting with bank noted that “Firmwide VaR averaged 
$ 109mm in February versus $ 1 26mm in January. The decrease is due to CIO credit tranche 
methodology changes, which were implemented on January 27^^.”); meeting minutes were 
circulated in 3/6/2012 email from Jaymin Berg, OCC, to Fred Crumlish, OCC, James Hohl, 
OCC, and others, “Market Risk Minutes,” OCC-SPI-000353 19-321. 

Subcommittee interviews of Fred Crumlish, OCC (8/28/2012) and Jairam Kamath, OCC 
(8/24/2012). For more information, see Chapter V. 

Subcommittee interview of Jairam Kamath, OCC (8/24/2012); see also Subcommittee 
interview of Scott Waterhouse, OCC (9/17/2012). 

10/26/2012 memorandum from Sally Belshaw, OCC, to Mike Brosnan, OCC, “Surrounding 
Losses at CIO and Lessons Learned,” at PSI-OCC-13-000003 [Sealed Exhibit] (“Our CIO 
supervisory strategy had been focused on what we perceived to be the higher risk areas. The 
CIO synthetic credit desk was understood to be a low risk, hedge-management activity, and thus 
not a high supervisory priority.”). 

.328 
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arose about how the SCP could be characterized as a hedge when it 
purchased so many long credit derivative positions, OCC examiners 
initially accepted the bank’s explanation that the long positions were 
acquired in order to offset, or hedge, the SCP’s own existing short 
positions, which the CIO wanted to reduce, but viewed as too illiquid to 
simply sell off What was not offered as an explanation at the time, 
but which has become apparent in contemporaneous bank documents is 
that the CIO’s motive for purchasing IG long credit derivatives in 
January 2012, was not just to offset the CIO’s short positions, but also to 
generate cash premiums, or “carry,” which it could then use to finance 
the purchase of still more high yield shorts. As 2012 wore on, 
another motive for acquiring long derivatives was to use the incoming 
cash premiums to offset the daily mark-to-market losses the CIO was 
having to record for the SCP.'^^' 


See, e.g., 4/17/2012 email from Fred Cnimlish, OCC, to Mike Brosnan, OCC, and others, 
“JPM/CIO / IG9 ‘whale trade,’” OCC-00012521 (“CIO managers thought it wouldn’t be 
possible to reduce the high yield credit derivative position by using the indices that created it; the 
best available hedge product was the IG 9 index.... This was the reason that JPMCB began 
selling IG 9 CDSs; going long IG9 credit risk (selling CDSs) would neutralize some of the short 
high yield credit risk position (long CDSs).”); 5/1 1/2012 email from Elwyn Wong, OCC, to 
Scott Waterhouse, OCC, “CDX IG Series 18 vs. CDX HY vs. CDX IG 9,” OCC SPI 00081266 
(“Based on my understanding, CIO was trying to pare down their long protection (short credit 
risk) in HY. To do so, they would sell protection (long credit risk). ... [T]hey took the basis risk 
by continuing to be long HY protection and short IG protection as a proxy.”); 5/16/2012 email 
from Fred Crumlish, OCC, to Elwyn Wong, OCC, “here is redline and new final ” OCC- 
00003507, at 508 (attaching talking points, signed off by Mike Brosnan, head of OCC Large 
Bank Supervision, indicating; “As the economy improved, in late 201 1 and early 2012 executive 
management felt that the credit cycle was less risky and made the strategic decision to reduce the 
high yield debt credit protection position. However, ... the markets for high yield indices were 
not, according to the bank, liquid enough to use to unwind the existing short credit protection 
position. Consequently, the bank looked for alternatives to offset the positions via other 
instruments that were presumed to have offsetting risk characteristics. ... The bank began 
selling IG 9 credit default swaps - going long on IG 9 credit risk (selling CDS) - to neutralize 
some of its short high yield credit risk position (the original credit default swaps).”). It is 
important to note, however, that purchasing longs to offset the SCP’s own shorts did not position 
the SCP as a whole to act as a hedge for bank credit losses outside the confines of the Synthetic 
Credit Portfolio. In fact, the CIO’s continued acquisition of long positions eventually converted 
the SCP from a net short to a net long posture, eliminating its ability to hedge loan or other credit 
losses incurred by the bank. For more information, see Chapters III and VII. 

See discussion in Chapter III; 2013 JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, at 30 (“The traders, 
in late January, also added to their long positions .... Those long positions generated premiums, 
and ... would help to fund high-yield short positions ....”); 1/26/2012 email from Bruno Iksil, 
CIO, to Julien Grout, CIO, “credit book last version,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0000159, at 170 (showing 
estimated carry produced by key long positions). 

See discussion in Chapter III; JPMorgan Chase Task Force interview of Javier Martin- 
Artajo, CIO (partial readout to the Subcommittee on 9/6/2012) (“We can lose money on a daily 
basis, but correct with carry of the book. Month-end is not as important as quarter-end.”); 
2/22/2012 email from Bruno Iksil, CIO, to Javier Martin-Artajo, CIO, and others, “core credit 
latest version,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0001784, at 800 (showing carry produced by three positions: 
iTraxx; 500,276; cdx ig: 891,954; cdxhy: -825,139, with the positive carry for cdx ig, which was 
generally a long position, barely offsetting the negative carry of the cdx hy, which was generally 
a short position); 3/16/2012 email from Bruno Iksil, CIO, to Javier Martin-Artajo and Julien 
Grout, CIO, “strategy for core,” JPM-CIO-PSI-H 0006017 (“IG trades will improve the 
catryf.]”). 
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The OCC told the Subcommittee that its examination team was not 
aware that the CIO was purchasing IG longs, in part, to produce carry 
that could be used to purchase additional high yield shorts and offset 
SCP reported losses.' The OCC told the Subcommittee that its 
examiners had believed the bank’s assertion that the IG longs were 
acquired to offset the risks of its high yield shorts. 

As late as September 2012, the OCC’s Chief Counsel, Julie 
Williams, was under the impression that the purpose of the IG longs was 
to offset the risks of the SCP’s high yield shorts - in other words, to 
lower risk.'^"'' When drafting an internal OCC memorandum explaining 
the SCP, for example, Ms. Williams wrote: “[T]he IG trades initially 
appear to have been designed to hedge market risks arising in connection 
with and related to the HY trades.”'^ ^ When questioned by the 
Subcommittee, she was not aware of the CIO’s other motives for 
purchasing the IG longs and was surprised by evidence that CIO traders 
purchased the IG longs in order to finance the HY shorts. She 
responded to the Subcommittee by criticizing her earlier explanation, 
saying: “We wouldn’t say this [now]: We would say it was something 
more complicated. 

By characterizing the SCP long purchases as offsets or hedges, the 
CIO was portraying them as trades undertaken to lower bank risk when, 
in fact, they raised risk. Characterizing the trades as lowering risk was 
critical to the CIO’s assertion that its trades were consistent with the 
Volcker Rule which bans high risk proprietary trading by federally 
insured banks, but permits “risk-mitigating hedging activities.”'^^ Ms. 
Williams acknowledged to the Subcommittee that purchasing IG longs 
as a financing mechanism for other positions would not qualify as the 
type of “risk mitigating” hedge envisioned by the Volcker Rule.'^^^ 


Subcommittee interview of Mike Sullivan, OCC (1 1/7/2012). 

Subcommittee interview of Scott Waterhouse, OCC (9/17/2012). 

Subcommittee interview of Julie Williams, OCC (9/17/2012). 

6/29/2012 email and attached undated memorandum from Julie Williams, OCC, to Thomas 
Curry, OCC, “JPMC Trades and the Volcker Rule Proposal,” OCC-SPI-00065656, at 9 (“[T]he 
IG trades initially appear to have been designed to hedge market risks arising in connection with 
and related to the HY trades. It was subsequently that the IG trades were not effective hedges 
due to what were described as market aberrations.”). During her interview, Ms. Williams 
explained that she edited this memorandum in late June 2012, drawing from a draft prepared by 
Ellen Broadman, Ursula Pfeil, and Roman Goldstein at the OCC. Subcommittee interview of 
Julie Williams, OCC (9/17/2012). She said that the memorandum was prepared at the request of 
Comptroller Curry, but was not finalized because of other ongoing OCC reviews. Id. 

Subcommittee interview of Julie Williams, OCC (9/17/2012). 

See Section 13 of the Bank Holding Company Act, added by Section 619 of the Dodd-Frank 
Wall Street Reform and Consumer Protection Act of 2010, P.L, 1 1 1-203 

Subcommittee interview of Julie Williams, OCC (9/13/20 1 2). The Volcker Rule was 
enacted into law in 20 1 0, and implementing regulations were proposed in 20 1 1 , but those 
regulations have yet to be finalized. The banking industry continues to press regulators about the 
contours of the final regulations and whether particular trading activities would continue to be 
allowed. 
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D. 2012: Resisting OCC Oversight Even After Whale 
Trades Became Pnblic 

On April 6, 2012, the first major stories about JPMorgan Chase’s 
whale trades appeared in the media. The OCC told the 
Subcommittee that it was surprised by the stories and immediately 
directed inquiries to the bank to obtain more information. The OCC 
initially received such limited information about the trades and such 
blanket reassurances Ifom the bank that it actually considered the matter 
closed in late April. Not until May, when the bank was forced to 
disclose a $2 billion loss in its SEC filings, did the OCC begin to learn 
about the severity of the SCP’s mounting losses, and actions taken by 
CIO traders in late March to “double down” on the CIO’s credit 
derivatives trading strategy in an effort to stem those losses. Despite 
that $2 billion disclosure, the spotlight of public attention, and repeated 
examiner requests, the OCC told the Subcommittee that obtaining the 
necessary information from the bank was not easy; the bank resisted and 
delayed responding to SCP requests and sometimes provided incorrect 
information. While the OCC eventually obtained the information it 
needed, it failed to impose any immediate penalty in response to the 
bank’s delays and obstructive actions. 

(1) Providing OCC with Limited or Incorrect 
Information 

After the media began to report on the whale trades in early April 
2012, the OCC and Federal Reserve sought additional information about 
those trades from the bank, but were provided with inadequate 
information that delayed effective oversight. 

Positions Table. According to the OCC, on Monday, April 9, 
2012, in the regulators’ first call with JPMorgan Chase following the 
media reports on the prior Friday, the bank downplayed the seriousness 
of the whale trades, reassuring its regulators, including the OCC, that the 
bank was unconcerned about the SCP’s positions and possible losses.’^'*' 
The next day, April 1 0th, in response to a request from the OCC and 
Federal Reserve for more information about the whale trades, the bank 
provided a table entitled, “Summary of Positions,” identifying an 
incomplete group of CIO positions in various credit indices and tranches 


See “JPMorgan Trader’s Positions Said to Distort Credit Indexes,” Bloomberg (4/6/2012), 
http://www.bloomberg.eom/news/2012-04-05/jpmorgan-trader-iksil-s-heft-is-said-to-distort- 
crcdil-indexes.html; “London Whale Rattles Debt Market,” Wall Street Journal . Gregory 
Zuckerman and Katy Bume, (4/6/2012). 

Subcommittee interview of Scott Waterhouse, OCC (9/17/2012). 

See, e.g., 4/10/2012 email ifom Fred Cmmlish, OCC, to Scott Waterhouse, OCC, “JPM CTO 
trades — JPMorgan’s Iksil May Spur Regulators to Dissect Trading - Bloomberg News - 
4/9/12,” OCC-00001 827 (“As you know we had a call with the Chief Investment Officer Ina 
Drew and others in JPM yesterday . ... JPMC’s credit stress hedge is again where they want it, 
and there is no significant further trading planned on this strategy.”). 
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by notional amount.'^"'^ The table did not provide basic P&L data for 
the positions or other risk information, leading OCC examiners to 
describe the table in an internal email as “useless”'^"'^ and in a 
Subcommittee interview as “absolutely unhelpful” and seemingly 
designed to make regulators “go away.”'^"''' 

Dedicated Hedge. The bank also told the OCC that the SCP 
trades were a hedge intended to lower bank risk. The April 10, 2012 
email from the bank accompanying the Summary of Positions table 
stated: “The book, as a dedicated hedge, continues to be short HY and 
to provide default protection.”'^''^ On its face, however, calling the SCP 
book a “dedicated hedge” contradicted the Summary of Positions table 
which showed that the portfolio held an overall net long position, the 
opposite of what would be expected for a hedge. Nearly one week 
later, when the bank was explaining in an email a nearly identical table 
in a more comprehensive presentation,'^"*’ the Chief Financial Officer of 
the CIO confirmed that the book was in a net long position.'’** 
Moreover, in response to the bank’s assertion that the SCP was 
functioning as a “dedicated hedge,” the OCC repeatedly asked the bank 
to identify the bank assets being hedged by the SCP,'’*^ but the bank did 


See 4/10/2012 email from Joe Sabatini, JPMorgan Chase, to Anna lacucci, Federal Reserve, 
and others, “Background and Supporting Data for CIO Discussion of April 9, 2012,” OCC-SPI- 
00004312. 

5/18/2012 email from Michael Kirk, OCC, to Elwyn Wong, OCC, “CIO Call With Mike 
Brosnan,” OCC-SPI-00021628 at 630 (quoting 05/17/2012 email from Fred Crumlish stating; “I 
told Mike B [Brosnan] that the Joe Sabatini emails with selected position information were sent 
by the bank after initial OCC and FRB enquiries. We concluded this information was pretty 
much useless, as it did not tell us what was happening risk wise.”). 

Subcommittee interview of Fred Crumlish, OCC (8/29/2012). 

4/10/2012 email from Joe Sabatini, JPMorgan Chase, to Anna lacucci, Federal Reserve, and 
others, “Background and Supporting Data for CIO Discussion of April 9, 2012,” OCC-SPI- 
00004312. See also 4/10/2012 email from Fred Crumlish, OCC, to Scott Waterhouse, OCC, 
“JPM CIO Trades — JPMorgan’s Iksil May Spur Regulators to Dissect Trading - Bloomberg 
News- 4/9/1 2,” OCC-00004087 (“As you know we had a call with Chief Investment Officer Ina 
Drew and others in JPM yesterday. ... JPMC’s credit stress hedge is again where they want 
it. ... We asked the bank for a number of items yesterday that reflect details on the trades and 
support the stress loss hedge rationale associated with this specific strategy. We expect this 
sometime today.”). 

See 4/10/2012 email from Joe Sabatini, JPMorgan Chase, to Anna lacucci, Federal Reserve, 
and others, “Background and Supporting Data for CIO Discussion of April 9, 2012,” OCC-SPl- 
00004312 (The far right column, entitled “grand total,” indicates positive totals, signifying long 
positions. The only negative subtotal, signifying a short position, was for “all other index 
positions,” and was smaller than any of the long positions, which meant that the overall net 
position remained long.). 

4/16/2012 email from Joseph Sabatini, JPMorgan Chase, to Anna lacucci, Federal Reserve, 
“materials for Fed/OCC/FDIC call at noon today,” OCC-SPI~00009712, at 716. 

See 4/17/2012 email from John Wilmot, CIO, to James Hohi, OCC, “Quick questions on pp 
4 and 5,” OCC-SPI-00023815 (“I believe there is a modest long credit risk sensitivity to the 
portfolio now.”). This email referenced “pp 4 and 5” of the above presentation; 4/16/2012 email 
from Joseph Sabatini, JPMorgan Chase, to Anna lacucci. Federal Reserve, “materials for 
Fed/OCC/FDIC call at noon today,” OCC-SPI-00009712, at 716. 

See, e.g., Subcommittee interview of Michael Kirk, OCC (8/22/2012); 4/10/2012 email 
exchange among Michael Kirk, OCC, Fred Crumlish, OCC, and others, “CIO info on elephant 
trade,” OCC-00004730 (Mr. Crumlish; “In my response on JPM email .... I also said it would be 
useful if they provided analytics or a summary that recapped the hedge strategy, such as the 
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not provide the requested data.'^^“ The bank also never ran any stress 
scenarios against the Available-for-Sale (AFS) book, which the SCP was 
purportedly then hedging, to derive an estimated loss figure that needed 
to be hedged. 

April Presentation. During the JPMorgan Chase earnings call 
with investors on April 13, 2012, when asked about the whale trades, 

Mr. Dimon told investors the CIO stories in the press were a “complete 
tempest in a teapot,” and CFO Douglas Braunstein announced that “[w]e 
are very comfortable with our positions 

Three days later, on April 16, 2012, the bank provided a 13-page 
presentation to regulators about the whale trades, its first written 
description about what happened. In it, the bank told regulators that the 
objective of the SCP was to “protect against a significant downturn in 
credit, offsetting natural credit exposures in CIO and the firm,”’^^^ 
though it did not describe the particular credit exposures being offset or 
the risks or vulnerabilities involved in the whale trades themselves. 

This representation, which, again, portrayed the SCP book as designed 
to lower bank risk, was, again, inconsistent with the SCP book itself, 
since it continued to hold a net long position, meaning it was exposed to 
credit risk, just as the CIO’s portfolio and the bank as a whole were 
exposed to credit risk. 

The OCC told the Subcommittee that its examiners knew at this 
point that, given the book’s long risk posture, the SCP was not 
performing a hedging function. The OCC told the Subcommittee that 
the bank’s assertion that the SCP was a “dedicated hedge” had actually 
raised “alarm bells” for the OCC, because it should have been, but was 
not reported as such, like other instruments in the CIO that served a 
“dedicated hedge” function, such as the hedges against Mortgage 
Servicing Rights and interest rate risk.'^^* The OCC was unable to 


expected impact of the hedge on the projected stress loss identified. I asked for this on the call as 
well.’’); 4/10/2012 email from Fred Cnimlish, OCC, to Scott Waterhouse, OCC, and others, 

“JPM CIO trades,” OCC-00004087 (“We asked the bank for a number of items yesterday that 
reflect details on the trades and support the stress loss hedge rationale associated with this 
particular strategy.”). 

Subcommittee interviews of Michael Kirk, OCC (8/22/2012) and Scott Waterhouse, OCC 
(9/17/2012) (describing how OCC made multiple requests for documentation about what the 
SCP was hedging but never received the requested information). 

Subcommittee interview of Scott Waterhouse, OCC (9/17/2012). For more information 
about the bank’s representation of the SCP as a hedge, see Chapter ITT. 

Sec 4/13/2012 “Edited Transcript JPM - Q1 JPMorgan Chase & Co. Earnings Conference 
Call,” at 7, JPM-CIO-PSI 0001151. 

4/16/2012 email from Joseph Sabatini, JPMorgan Chase, to Anna lacucci, Federal Reserve, 
“materials for Fed/OCC/FDIC call at noon today,” OCC-SPI-00009712, at 714. 

Levin Office briefing by JPMorgan Chase (5/25/2012) (Greg Baer) (noting that if the 
regulators were comfortable as a result of that briefing, “we probably gave them reason to be 
comfortable.”). 

Subcommittee interview of James Hohl, OCC (9/6/2012). 

Subcommittee interview of Fred Cnimlish, OCC (8/28/2012). 
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explain why it did not, at that point, confront the bank with its analysis 
that the SCP was not, in fact, a hedge. 

The OCC also told the Subcommittee that it later determined that 
the CIO’s April 16 presentation contained “material 
misrepresentations,”’^^’ including a misrepresentation that the 2012 first 
quarter SCP losses totaled $580 million,’^ * when first quarter losses had 
actually been internally reported as $719 million.''’^’ More significantly, 
at the time the bank briefed the OCC in April, the SCP losses were more 
than double the $580 million figure provided by the bank; the bank 
should have told the OCC that the losses by then totaled $1.25 
billion.’'’®'’ The OCC told the Subcommittee that the bank’s 
presentation also included “unrealistic scenarios” for the second quarter, 
promising overly optimistic future recovery of the SCP assets’ value.”®’ 
The OCC told the Subcommittee that, at the time it received the 
presentation in April, it had viewed the jiresentation as providing 
additional information “in good faith.”' ® 

Risk and Stress Limit Breaches. A few days later, on April 19, 
the OCC asked the bank, for what appears to be the first time since the 
beginning of 2012, about the significance of information that the SCP 
had breached several risk and stress loss limits. After receiving 
reassurances from the bank regarding these breaches, the OCC let the 
matter drop instead of investigating the trading activities that caused the 
breaches. 

In the OCC’s initial inquiry on April 19, 2012, an OCC examiner 
asked the CIO Market Risk Officer for additional information about data 
indicating that the CIO had breached three of the bank’s primary risk 
limits: 


“Would you have any color around some observations about 
the CIO VaR [Value-at-Risk], CSBPV [Credit Spread Basis 
Point Value, also known as the CSOl risk limit] and stress 
results? I received the following from another examiner this 
morning. Thanks. 

[‘]The increase in the Firm’s Var is primarily driven by CIO 
Synthetic Credit portfolio. 


Subcommittee interview of Michael Kirk, OCC (9/22/2012). 

4/16/2012 email from Joseph Sabatini, JPMorgan Chase, to Anna lacucci, Federal Reserve, 
and others, “materials for Fed/OCC/FDIC call at noon today,” OCC-SPI-00009712, at 724. 

See OCC spreadsheet, OCC”SPI-00000298, printed as a Subcommittee chart in Chapter IV. 
Numbers do not reflect restated P&L figures. 

1360 g0p were internally reported to be $1.25 billion on April 13, a Friday, the last trading 
day before the April 16 briefing, which was a Monday. Id. 

Subcommittee interview of Michael Kirk, OCC (9/22/2012). 

Subcommittee interview of Fred Crumlish, OCC (8/28/2012). 
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CIO aggregate stress is over 23% of its $15B [billion] limit. 

Also MtM [mark-to-market] cs bpv limit is in excession by 

1074% and has been in excession for 71 days.[’]”'^“ 

The CIO’s Chief Market Risk Officer, Peter Weiland, responded 
by email to the OCC’s inquiry, downplaying the significance of the 
breaches. First, Mr. Weiland wrote that the VaR breach was not related 
to new CIO trading activity, but to “market data,” essentially attributing 
the breach to older SCP trades, even though those older trades were very 
risky and would continue to generate losses. 

Secondly, Mr. Weiland explained that the CIO had ended the stress 
breach by raising its aggregate stress limit, so that the trades aggregating 
$12.67 billion were actually under rather than over its new $15 billion 
limit. He acknowledged, however, that the CIO’s $1 billion MTM 
(mark-to-market) stress limit (i.e., the stress limit that covered the SCP) 
was still in breach at $1.53 billion,'^'’^ but provided no explanation as to 
the reason for the breach or how the bank planned to get back under the 
limit. When asked why the OCC did not pursue the stress breach at the 
time, an OCC examiner told the Subcommittee that he had assumed that 
Ms. Drew would have had to sign off on the breach of the MTM stress 
limit, which would have engendered a discussion about it within the 
bank.”®® Basically, he indicated that as long as the CIO knew about the 
breach, the OCC had trusted the CIO to take appropriate steps to deal 
with it, and did not view the OCC as having an obligation to verify that 
the CIO’s risk management was actually doing its job. 

Lastly, in response to the CSBPV breach of 1074% over 71 days, 
Mr. Weiland told the OCC: “We are working on a new set of limits for 
synthetic credit and the current CSOl will be replaced by something 
more sensible and granular.””®’ He, again, downplayed the importance 
of the CSBPV breaches by promising a more “sensible” replacement 
limit in the near future. OCC examiners told the Subcommittee that they 
later realized the CSBPV breach was “a huge red flag,””®* and 
“egregious,””®^ but acknowledged that, at the time, the OCC reacted by 
tolerating that and the other ongoing breaches, accepting the bank’s 


1363 4/19/2012 email from James Hohl, OCC, to Peter Weiland, CIO, “Info on VaR, CSBPV, and 
stress status and limits,” OCC-SPI-00022340. 

Mr. Weiland explained that the increase in firm VaR “was not due to any new trades, but 


rather to market data.” 4/19/2012 email from Peter Weiland, CIO, to James Hohl, OCC, “Info 
on VaR, CSBPV, and stress status and limits,” OCC-SPI-00022340. 

1365 

Subcommittee interview of James Hohl, OCC (9/6/2012). 

4/19/2012 email from Peter Weiland, CIO, to James Hohl, OCC, “Info on VaR, CSBPV, and 
stress status and limits,” OCC-SPI-00022340 (stated by Peter Weiland). 

Subcommittee interview of Jairam Kamath, OCC (8/24/2012). 

Subcommittee interview of Elwyn Wong, OCC (8/20/2012); see also Subcommittee 
interview of Fred Crumlish, OCC (8/28/2012) (describing the breaches as a big problem that 
should have been pursued.). 
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reassurance regarding their insignificance, and failing to press the bank 
to identify and remedy the underlying risks. 

So, by late April 2012, the bank had provided the OCC with 
repeated assurances that the SCP functioned as a hedge designed to 
lower bank risk, supplied one “useless” chart and another less-than- 
complete briefing detailing the trades, and offered multiple excuses for 
the CIO’s breaching its risk limits. In addition, the bank did not disclose 
in April the portfolio’s escalating losses or the fact that it had lost money 
on most days since January. The OCC told the Subcommittee that the 
bank’s repeated expressions of unconcern about the SCP, together with 
the limited data provided about its size, risk profile, and losses, had 
persuaded the OCC to deem the whale trades issue “closed” in an 
internal email on April 23, 2012.'^™ Ultimately, OCC’s excessive trust 
in the bank allowed the bank to avoid scrutiny about the status of the 
SCP, and was a central reason for the OCC’s failure to challenge the 
unsafe and unsound derivatives trading activity by the CIO. 

(2) Updating OCC Only When Losses About to 
Become Public 

At the same time it was reassuring its regulators, JPMorgan Chase 
ramped up its internal efforts to address the rapidly escalating losses in 
the SCP. As shown in the below chart tracking the SCP’s daily profit- 
loss reports, which the bank recorded but did not provide to the OCC at 
the time, the SCP went from a pattern of steady losses from January 
through most of March, to a volatile pattern of much larger losses 
starting on March 27, 2012.'^’’ Those larger losses began after the CIO 
traders had “doubled down” on the SCP’s credit derivatives trading 
strategy by placing a series of enormous trades in March, in which the 
CIO acquired $40 billion of notional long positions in several credit 
indices which rapidly lost value. Starting on April 27, 2012, the effort to 
understand and stop the SCP losses became, in the words of JPMorgan 
Chase’s Deputy Chief Risk Officer Ashley Bacon “all consuming.”'^^^ 


'™ See 4/23/2012 email from Jairam Kamath, OCC, to Geralynn Batista, OCC, “Weekly Market 
Summary Period Ending 4/13,” OCC-SPI-00023057-060, at 059. 

7/31/2012 chart included in a presentation prepared by the OCC for a Subcommittee 
briefing, at 8, PSI-OCC-06-000026. 

Subcommittee interview of John Hogan and Ashley Bacon, JPMorgan Chase (9/4/2012). 
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Source: 7/30/2012 OCC Large Bank Supervision presentation to Subcommittee re Chief 
Investment Office Discussion, at PSl-OCC-06-000026 (showing the MTM Stop Loss Advisory 
as a horizontal line). 

For ten days, from April 9 to April 19, the bank repeatedly assured 
the OCC that the CIO whale trades were nothing to worry about. 
JPMorgan Chase did not update the OCC again until May 4, 2012,'^’^ 
despite, as the above chart shows, increasing losses and breaches of the 
CIO’s MTM stop loss limit. The OCC told the Subcommittee that the 
bank should have alerted the agency when the SCP losses intensified. 
The bank also did not update the OCC on Achilles Macris’ request at the 
end of March that J PMorgan employees, Ashley Bacon and Olivier 
Vigneron, who worked in the Investment Bank, be diverted “for help 
with the synthetic credit book,” because Mr. Macris had “lost 
confidence” in his team.'^^'* In addition, the bank did not update the 
OCC, as it should have, on then-$500 million in CIO collateral disputes 
indicating that the CIO may have been overvaluing SCP assets and 
understating its losses.'^^^ According to the OCC, for nearly three 


Subcommittee interview of Scott Waterhoxise, OCC (9/17/2012). 

See 3/30/2012 email from Achilles Macris, CIO, to John Hogan, JPMorgan Chase, 
“synthetic credit- crisis action plan,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0001220. Mr. Macris’ request was granted. 

See, e.g., 4/20/2012 email from Mark Demo, JPMorgan Chase, to John Wilmot, CIO, mid 
others, “Largest OTC Collateral Call Dispute Report plus Update on Collateral Disputes 
Reported to Supervisors,” JPM-CIO-PSI-H 0000141-146, at 142 (reporting that the CIO 
collateral disputes involving the London trades were over S500 million.”). This email was 
forwarded to InaDrew, CIO, and Irvin Goldman, CIO, on 4/23/2012. Id., at 141. 
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weeks, the bank did not call, email, or otherwise update the OCC about 
any aspect of the SCP’s worsening status.'^^® 

Then, on May 4, 2012, a few days before JPMorgan Chase had to 
file a 10-Q report with the SEC publicly disclosing its first quarter 
financial results, two senior bank executives telephoned the OCC 
Examiner-In-Charge to inform the OCC that the SCP had incurred 
“current losses” of “approximately $1.6 billion.”'^’^ According to the 
OCC, the bank’s Chief Financial Officer, Douglas Braunstein, told the 
OCC during the call that the losses were the result of “positions 
established some time ago,”'^’* a characterization that, according to 
OCC, was “not accurate” because the losses were largely caused by 
derivative purchases made in the first quarter of 2012.'^^^ The 
Examiner-In-Charge told the Subcommittee that he was taken aback at 
the time, since the bank should have updated him about the mounting 
losses prior to that telephone call.'^*** 

As a later OCC email explained, the bank had indicated in an April 
briefing that it was conducting its own review into the trades, and the 
OCC had asked to be kept informed: 

“Ina Drew indicated that they had begun looking into what 
happened ... and would keep us informed. ... We told the bank to 
keep us informed and we would like to see the results. . . . The 
bank didn’t provide an incremental update on their work as we 
requested.”' 

The OCC had apparently decided to wait for the results of the bank 
investigation without initiating its own inquiry. While it was waiting, on 
April 25, 2012, the OCC received a weekly summary showing that the 
CIO’s mark-to-market losses had climbed to $1.4 billion.'^*^ The OCC 
told the Subcommittee that amount of loss was “material” and should 
have prompted an immediate OCC communication to the CIO.'^*^ 


See 5/6/2012 email from Fred Crumlish, OCC, to James Hohl, OCC, and others, “CIO 
Synthetic Position,'’ OCC-SPI-00021853; Subcommittee interview of Fred Crumlish, OCC 
(8/28/2012). 

5/4/2012 email from Scott Waterhouse, OCC, to Fred Crumlish, OCC, “CIO Synthetic 
Position,” OCC-SPl-00021853 (“Doug Braunstein and John Hogan called to provide an update 
on the CIO position. ... Current losses are approximately $1.6 billion.”). In fact, according to 
SCP profit-loss reports, as of the day before the call, SCP cumulative losses were actually $2.3 
billion. See OCC spreadsheet, OCC-SPl-00000298, printed in a chart prepared by the 
Subcommittee in Chapter IV. 

Subcommittee interview of Scott Waterhouse, OCC (9/17/2012) (referencing his own notes 
of the call from Mr. Braunstein and Mr. Hogan at 5/5/2012 email from Scott Waterhouse, OCC, 
to Fred Crumlish, OCC, and others, “CIO Synthetic Position,” OCC-SPl-00021853). 

Subcommittee interview of James Hohl, OCC (9/6/2012). 

Subcommittee interview of Scott Waterhouse, OCC (9/17/2012). 

5/17/2012 email from Fred Crumlish, OCC, to Scott Waterhouse, OCC, “Your request of last 
night, re OCC response on cio,” OCC-00005554. 

mi 4/25/2012 email from Geralynn Batista, OCC, to Fred Crumlish, OCC, and others, “Weekly 
Market Summary period ending 4/20,” OCC-SPI-00023753. 

Subcommittee interview of Scott Waterhouse, OCC (9/17/2012). 
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While the OCC examiner who normally reviewed that weekly report 
was then on vacation, his subordinates failed to notice the size of the 
loss and no one made any call to the bank to ask about it.'^*"* 

After the bank’s telephone call on May 4 disclosed that the SCP’s 
“current losses” were $1.6 billion, the OCC began to meet with the bank 
on a daily basis to gain a better understanding of the SCP and its risks to 
the bank.'^®^ The OCC told the Subcommittee that, even then, the bank 
often provided limited information, with one OCC examiner 
characterizing the reporting as “terrible.”’^** For example, later in May 
2012, the OCC asked for a comprehensive set of SCP positions, instead 
of the scant summary table provided in April.’^®^ The OCC told the 
Subcommittee that the bank responded by providing a long list of 60,000 
positions'^** in a format useless for data analysis purposes, fhistrating 
the OCC’s efforts to understand the portfolio.'**^ Ultimately, after 
repeated requests, the OCC told the Subcommittee it believed it received 
the necessary information.'''®'' While the OCC’s difficulty in obtaining 
information offers additional proof of the bank’s unacceptable conduct, 
they also highlight, once again, the OCC’s failure to establish an 
effective regulatory relationship with JPMorgan Chase. The OCC has 
since cited the bank for its inadequate provision of information about the 
whale trades in a Supervisory Letter, detailing the problem in a Matter 
Requiring Attention specifically referencing the time period in April and 
early May 2012.'^®' 

(3) Hiding Problems with the Marks 

In the spring of 2012, one of the key OCC oversight issues 
involved questions regarding the accuracy of the profit and loss (P&L) 
figures for the SCP and whether the CIO had been reporting overly 
favorable valuations of SCP assets to hide losses. Beginning in late 
January 2012, the CIO had begun to mismark the SCP book, providing 


Subcommittee interview of Scott Waterhouse, OCC (9/17/2012); Subcommittee interview of 
Fred Crumlish, OCC (8/28/2012) (noting that no one at the OCC had been watching this report 
while he was on vacation at this time). 

5/6/2012 email from Fred Crumlish, OCC, to James Hohl, OCC, and others, “CIO Synthetic 
Position,” OCC-SPI-00021853 (“But at this point, the remaining position is too large and the 
bank is trying to reduce risk. . . . The bank is taking action now to further reduce the exposure.”). 

Subcommittee interview of Fred Crumlish, OCC (8/29/2012); see also 5/15/2012 email from 
Fred Crumlish, OCC, to Seotl Waterhouse, OCC, “May 15 CIO,” OCC-SPI-00010657 (“This 
update wasn’t supported by quantitative information requested yesterday.”). 

Subcommittee interview of Michael Sullivan and Doug McLaughlin, OCC (8/30/2012) 
(explaining that the OCC rarely looks at individual positions and does not have any access to 
position data without making a specific request to the bank.) 

Subcommittee interview of Scott Waterhouse, OCC (9/17/2012). 

See 5/17/2012 email from Elwyn Wong, OCC, to Scott Waterhouse, OCC, and others, 
“History of Trades” OCC-00004035; Subcommittee interview of Elwyn Wong, OCC 
(8/20/2012). 

Subcommittee interview of Elwyn Wong, OCC (8/20^7012). 

See 12/12/2012 OCC Supervisory Letter JPM-20 12-66, atPSI-OCC-18-000001, at 003 
[Sealed Exhibit]. 
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more favorable asset valuations than its usual practice and understating 
its losses. Despite growing evidence of the problem, when the OCC 
inquired about possible mismarking, the bank initially denied the 
allegations and only months later acknowledged what had happened. 

On May 9, 2012, the OCC held a meeting with JPMorgan Chase 
about the CIO, which was attended by the bank’s Chief Risk Officer 
John Hogan. At the meeting, an OCC examiner asked Mr. Hogan 
when he realized the SCP books had been mismarked, and according to 
the examiner, Mr. Hogan responded that the books were not 
mismarked. The OCC told the Subcommittee that it was not satisfied 
that his response was accurate.'^®^ The bank later conceded that the SCP 
positions were mismarked.'^®® 

The OCC told the Subcommittee that Mr. Hogan’s quick dismissal 
of the mismarking allegation was surprising at the time. Criticisms of 
the CIO’s valuation practices had been reported by the bank’s internal 
auditors'^^^ and OCC'^^* since the beginning of the year. In addition, by 
the time of the meeting in May, the CIO was facing multiple collateral 
disputes with counterparties claiming the CIO was overvaluing the SCP 
assets, disputes which, at their largest point, totaled $690 million.'^^’ As 


For more information about the mismarking, see Chapter IV. 

See, e.g., 5/10/2012 email from Michael Kirk, OCC, to Fred Crumlish and James Hohl, 

OCC, “My opinion on yesterday’s meeting,” OCC-00005302, at 303 (“1 wasn’t satisfied with the 
comments made about the valuation process and thresholds yesterday, so we have some follow 
up here. ... Valuation was one of the things Hogan said they are looking at.”); Subcommittee 
interview of Michael Kirk, OCC (8/22/2012). 

Subcommittee interview of Michael Kirk, OCC (8/22/2012); 5/9/2012 email from Michael 
Kirk, OCC, to Fred Crumlish, OCC, ‘today’s meeting,” OCC-00005509. See also 6/29/2012 
email from Michael Kirk, OCC, to Elwyn Wong, Scott Waterhouse, and Fred Crumlish “2nd 
Wiimer Hale Call,” OCC-SPI-0007I386 (“On that very first daily call, Hogan discussed that 
earlier there had been a large collateral dispute with their counterparties. I questioned him on 
how it was resolved and he said JPM eventually agreed to the counterparties marks.... I then 
followed with a question relating to what I described as mismarked books to which Hogan 
forcefully stated JPM books were not mismarked; leaving both Elwyn and me ... puzzled over 
how a collateral dispute could be resolved by agreeing to the counterparties marks, without 
admitting your own marks were incorrect”). 

Subcommittee interview of Michael Kirk, OCC (8/22/2012). 

See 2013 JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, at 89. 

See March 2012, 2012 Continuous Audit Quarterly Summary of Global Chief Investment 
Office, OCC-SPI-00033688-693, at 692 (identifying as a problem “CIO VCG practices where a 
number of risk & valuation models have not been reviewed by Model Review Group and 
included the absence of a formally applied price sourcing hierarchy, insufficient consideration of 
potentially applicable fair value adjastments (e.g. concentration reserves for significant credit 
indices positions) and the lack of formally documented/consistently applied price testing 
thresholds.”). 

Subcommittee interview of Jaymin Berg, OCC (8/31/2012); 3/9/2012 Supervisory Letter 
JPM-2012-09 from Scott Waterhouse, OCC, to Ashley Bacon, JPMorgan Chase, “Examination 
of FSI Stress Testing Framework,” (citing a Matter Requiring Attention: “Methodology for 
valuation should be described”) [Scaled Exhibit]. 

See, e.g., 5/14/2012 email from James Hohl, OCC, to Fred Crumlish, OCC, and others, “May 
14 minutes,” OCC-SPT-00025835. For more information about these collateral disputes, see 
Chapter IV. 
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one OCC examiner said at the time, “Does not add up.”''*®” Either the 
CIO’s counterparties in the collateral dispute were wrong, or the CIO’s 
pricing was wrong,*'*'” and its reserves were inadequate.''"’^ Not more 
than a week later, the CIO began to settle its collateral disputes by 
agreeing to the prices demanded by its counterparties,''"’^ but it took 
another two months for JPMorgan Chase to reveal to the OCC, as well 
as to the public, that the CIO traders had, in fact, been mispricing the 
SCP assets.''*®'' The bank told the Subcommittee that it had believed the 
CIO was using good faith marks for the SCP book until it began 
reviewing telephone calls by CIO personnel in June and decided it had 
to restate the SCP values.''* ^ 

The OCC examiners picked up on red flags signaling that the bank 
may have been engaged in mispricing, such as its collateral disputes and 
low reserves amount. What the OCC did not know at that point was 
whether the mismarking was the result of inadequate procedures and 
policies at the bank or a deliberate effort to hide or downplay losses in 
the SCP. While Mr. Hogan may have been sincere in his May 9 
assertion that the CIO’s books were not mismarked, others at the bank 
knew better. Yet it was not until July 2012 that the bank came clean. 
One OCC examiner told the Subcommittee that by withholding 
information about how the CIO traders had mismarked SCP assets, the 
bank had “lied to” and “deceived” its regulator.''"’^ 


5/15/2012 email exchange among Fred Crumlish, Scott Waterhouse, Elwyn Wong, and 
others, OCC, “FW:,” OCC-S PI-00009335 (stated by Elwyn Wong). See also 6/29/2012 email 
from Michael Kirk, OCC, to Elwyn Wong, Scott Waterhouse, and Fred Crumlish, “2nd Wilmer 
Hale Cali,” OCC-SPI-00071386. 

Subcommittee interview of Elwyn Wong, OCC (8/20/2012). The OCC’s logic was the same 
as that used by others at JPMorgan Chase, as when Daniel Pinto, then a senior executive with 
JPMorgan Chase’s Investment Bank, argued with SCP trader Javier Martin-Artajo that the 
Investment Bank’s marks were accurate because, unlike the CIO, the Investment Bank had no 
collateral disputes. See 3/23/2012 recorded telephone conversation among Achilles Macris and 
Javier Martin-Artajo, CIO, and Daniel Pinto, Investment Bank, JPM-CIO-PSI-A 0000140. 

5/18/2012 email from Mike Kirk, OCC, to Elwyn Wong, OCC, and others, “CIO Valuation 
Summary Memo,” OCC-SPI-00021894 (“When we questioned the lack of reserves the bank 
missed the point ...”). 

See 5/14/2012 email from James Flohl, OCC, to Fred Crumlish, OCC, “May 14 Minutes,” 
OCC-SPI-00025835 (“At the time of original valuation, the bank thought the book was valued 
correctly, but have changed their view and have agreed to counter party levels.”). 

See JPMorgan Chase Press Release, “JPMoi^an Chase to Amend Interim Financial 
Statements for 2012 First Quarter,” (7/13/2012), 

http://investor.sharehoider.com/jpinorganchase/releasedetail.cfm?ReleaseID=691703 (reporting 
that the bank would reduce its previously-reported net income for the 2012 tirst quarter by $660 
million — $459 million after taxes - due to increased CIO losses); JPMorgan Chase Form 8-K 
(7/13/2012) (“The restatement relates to valuations of certain positions in the synthetic credit 
portfolio in the Firm’s Chief Investment Office [CIO]. ...[T]he recently discovered information 
raises questions about the integrity of the trader marks, and suggests that certain individuals may 
have been seeking to avoid showing the full amoimt of the losses being incurred the portfolio 
during the first quarter.”). For more information, see Chapter IV. 

Subcommittee interview of Michael Cavanagh, JPMorgan Chase (12/12/2012). For more 
information, see Chapter IV. 

Subcommittee interview of Michael Kirk, OCC (8/22/2012). 
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E. OCC Aftermath 

The whale trades were made public three days before Thomas 
Curry took office as the new Comptroller of the Currency and head of 
the OCC. By early May 2012, hardly a month into his new position, 
Thomas Curry was confronted with the need to initiate an investigation 
into the whale trades, determine what happened at the bank, and decide 
what the OCC should do about it. 

On May 1 1, 2012, the day after JPMorgan Chase announced 
publicly the unexpected increase in losses associated with the whale 
trades, the head of the OCC’s Large Bank Supervision division, Michael 
Brosnan, advised Comptroller Curry to view the trades as little more 
than an embarrassing incident; “[0]bviously there isn’t a safety issue 
with these numbers, but there is an embarrassment issue for bank 
leadership which has overtly expressed pride in their ability to measure 
and control risk.”’'*”’ The new Comptroller replied: “Isn’t it a little 
more than an embarrassment issue?”''"’* Mr. Brosnan disagreed, 
responding: “At end of day they are good at financial risk mngt. But 
they are human and will make mistakes (big loan losses, trading losses, 
litigation etc).”''"’^ Even though JPMorgan Chase had kept the OCC in 
the dark about the existence of the SCP for years, hid its escalating 
losses from the agency, rejected the OCC’s questions about the 
mlsmarklng of the book, and provided relatively little useful information 
about the SCP in response to OCC requests, Mr. Brosnan expressed no 
misgivings and did not wait to express his confident judgment that 
JPMorgan Chase was “good at financial risk mngt.”''"'’ The bank later 
proved him wrong by publicly admitting a “material weakness” in its 
“internal control over financial re|)orting,”'‘"' and stating that “CIO Risk 
Management was ineffective.”''" 

Over the next few days, the U.S. Senate Committee on Banking, 
Housing, and Urban Affairs sought information from federal financial 
regulators about the whale trades reported in the press. One issue of 
concern was whether the whale trades should be viewed as hedges that 
lowered bank risk or as proprietary bets geared to produce bank profits. 
That issue was of particular interest, because the Dodd-Frank Wall 
Street Reform and Consumer Protection Act of 20 1 0 included the 


1407 y2012 email from Senior Deputy Comptroller for Large Bank Supervision Mike 

Brosnan, OCC, to Thomas Curry, OCC, “J.P. Morgan Chase,” OCC-SPi-OOOOOOS 1 , at 032. 

5/1 1/2012 email from Thomas Curry, OCC, to Mike Brosnan, OCC “J.P. Morgan Chase,” 
OCC-SPI-00000031. 

5/11/2012 email from Michael Brosnan, OCC, to Thomas Curry and Julie Williams, OCC, 
“J.P.Morgan Chase,” OCC-00001746. 

1410 id_ 

7/13/2012 Form 8-K, JPMorgan Chase & Co., at 4, 
http://investor.shareholder.com/jpmorganehase/ secfiHng,efm?filingID= 11931 25-12-301391 . 
*'**^See 7/13/2012 Form S-K, JPMorgan Chase & Co., at Exhibit 99.3, p. 2. 
http://files.shareholder.eom/downioads/ONE/1934577619xOxS19617-12-248/I9617/filing.pdf. 
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Merkley-Levin provisions, known as the Volcker Rule, that prohibited 
high risk proprietary trading by insured banks, but permitted “risk 
mitigating” hedges. In 201 1, regulations were proposed to implement 
the Volcker Rule, but have yet to be finalized. On May 12, 2012, 
when staff for Senator Robert Corker, a member of the Senate Banking 
Committee, asked the OCC if the proposed Volcker Rule would have 
permitted the CIO’s whale trades, the OCC responded that it would, 
based upon information provided by Mr. Brosnan. On Monday, May 
1 4, when Senator Corker, who had been briefed by his staff using the 
information from the OCC, said as much to the media, the OCC had 
to backtrack, stating it was “premature to conclude” whether or not the 
Volcker Rule would allow such activity.''*'’’ 

On May 18, 2012, multiple Federal financial regulators held a 
general briefing for Senate staff, hosted by the Senate Banking 
Committee, regarding issues related to the CIO losses. Ms. Williams, 
the OCC’s Chief Counsel, prepared handwritten talking points for her 
use at the briefing. Her talking points stated in part; “JPMC 
transactions at issue involved an effort to hedge the bank’s credit risk. 
Hedging credit risk is not uncommon, and if done properly, reflects 
sound risk management.”'*'’ 

Later press accounts reported that, according to Senate staff in 
attendance at the briefing, Ms. Williams characterized the CIO trades as 
a “risk reducing hedge that would be allowable under the Volcker 


See, e.g., Prohibitions and Restrictions on Proprietary Trading and Certain Interests In, and 
Relationships with. Hedge Funds and Private Equity Funds, 76 Fed. Reg. 68846 (1 1/7/201 1). 

See 5/12/2012 email from Carrie Moore, OCC, to Michael Bright, with Senator Corker, 
“JPM,” OCC-00005121 (“These trades would have been allowed even if the Volcker Rule was 
in place.”); Subcommittee interview of Julie Williams, OCC (9/13/2012) (stated by Carrie 
Moore); see also 4/20/2012 email from Michael Brosnan, OCC, to Sally Belshaw and Scott 
Waterhouse, OCC, “Pis read, edit and send back. Thx,” OCC-00002135 (“[T]hey are not running 
afoul of inappropriate ‘proprietary trading’ issues.”); 5/15/2012 email from Michael Brosnan, 
OCC, to Bryan Hubbard, OCC, and others, “updated talking points on site team is good with this 
version various,” OCC-00002263 (“Corker was right. It is us/me that wall now be reserved and 
leave some room for interpretation etc later.”). 

See, e.g., “JPMorgan Losses: Senators Levin, Corker Debate Implementing Financial 
Regulation,” PBS News Hour (5/14/2012), at http://www.pbs,org/newshour/bb/politics/jan- 
junel2/wallstreet_05-14.html (Senator Corker: “We have been in conversations all weekend with 
the OCC, the Office of [the Comptroller of the] Currency, and . . . they have been very adamant 
that even if the Volcker rule, which the senator was referring to, was fully implemented, that this 
would have been pennitted activity. During the course of the day, we were just talking, they 
have altered their position and said that this is more complex than they thought and they really 
want to hold off.”). 

See 5/14/2012 email from Bryan Hubbard, OCC, to AI Zibel, Dow Jones, Ben Protess, New 
York Times, and others, “OCC on JPMC Trading,” OCC-00001361 (“It is premature to conclude 
whether the Volcker Rule in the Dodd-Frank Act would have prohibited these trades and the 
hedging activity conducted by JPMC. ... Previous positions attributed to OCC staff were based 
on incomplete details.”); “JPMorgan’s Trades Probed by U.S. National Bank Regulator,” 
Bloomberg News. Cheyenne Hopkins (5/14/2012), ht^://www.bloomberg.com/news/2012-05- 
14/u-s-national-bank-reguiator-examining-jpmorgan-s-risky-trading.html. 

5/18/2012 handwritten notes of Julie Williams, OCC, “SBC Staff Briefing,” PSI-OCC-10- 

000001 . 
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Rule.”''^’* When asked about her remarks, however, Ms. Williams told 
the Subcommittee that she did not refer to the Volcker Rule during the 
briefing, asserting that she would not have opined on that issue at all.''^'® 
Whether or not she referred to the Voleker Rule, her talking points 
indicate that she had already reached a conclusion that the SCP 
functioned as a “hedge,” despite significant evidence to the contrary. 

The initial reactions of Ms. Williams and Mr. Brosnan, two of the 
OCC’s then-most senior officials, were to view JPMorgan Chase as an 
effective risk manager and to view the Synthetic Credit Portfolio as a 
hedge that would lower bank risk. The skepticism and demand for hard 
evidence that might be expected of bank regulators were absent. Also, 
the OCC did not question JPMorgan Chase’s resistance to providing 
critical information needed for effective bank oversight. 

Since the spring of 2012, the OCC has strengthened its oversight of 
the CIO and JPMorgan Chase. First, it increased the level of staffing, 
including expert staffing in derivatives, at the bank.’"*^® The OCC did 
not have derivatives experts on their supervision team with CIO 
responsibility until roughly April, when the lead capital markets 
examiner tapped one, then two OCC examiners with derivatives 
expertise.''* ' Most of the credit derivatives in the SCP have since been 
transferred out of the CIO to the Investment Bank; only a relatively 
limited group of relatively uncomplicated credit index investments 
remain. Final implementation of the Volcker Rule will require the OCC 
to evaluate the remaining portfolio of synthetic credit derivatives to 
determine whether they, in fact, hedge specific bank assets or function as 
proprietary trading. 

Secondly, the OCC examination team initiated a more rigorous 
examination of the CIO and related controls through its on-site 
supervision team. That team conducted reviews of the “level of risk, the 
quality of risk management, audit coverage, model control processes, 
regulatory capital reporting, and position valuations” at the CIO.*'*"'^ As 
a result, in July 2012, OCC downgraded the bank’s CAMELS 
management rating for its “lax governance and oversight in the Chief 


See “Closed-Door Battle Over Volcker Spills Into Public View," American Banker . Kevin 
Wack (5/22/2012), http://www.americaiibanker.eom/issues/1 77_98/Gary'Gensler-Mary- 
Schapiro-Voicker-Ruie-JPMorgan-Chase-1049494-l.htmi (“OCC Chief Counsel Julie Williams 
argued at the briefing that the trades were a risk-reducing hedge that would be allowable under 
the Volcker Rule, though she did not provide information to support that view, according to a 
Democratic aide who was in attendance.”). 

Subcommittee interview of Julie Williams, OCC (9/13/2012). 

Fred Crumlish added examiners Elwyn Wong and Mike Kirk. See Subcommittee interview 
of Fred Crumlish, OCC (8/28/2012); Subcommittee interview of Elwyn Wong, OCC 
(8/20/2012); Subcommittee interview of Mike Kirk, OCC (8/22/2012). 

See 5/1 7/2012 email from Fred Crumlish, OCC, to Scott Waterhouse, OCC, “Your request of 
last night,” OCC-00005554. 

10/26/2012 memorandum from Sally Belshaw', OCC, to Mike Brosnan, OCC, “Surrounding 
Losses at CIO and Lessons Learned,” PSI-OCC-13-000001 [Sealed Exhibit]. 
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Investment Office,” as well as other “oversight deficiencies.”''*^^ In a 
Supervisory Letter summarizing its examination of CIO oversight and 
governance structures, the OCC concluded that the JPMorgan Chase 
“board and management failed to ensure that CIO management was 
properly supervised, and that an adequate risk management and control 
infrastructure was in place.”''*^'* 

Altogether, the OCC issued six Supervisory Letters related to the 
problems detected in connection with the whale trades.''*^* The 
Supervisory Letters include 20 Matters Requiring Attention (MRAs) 
which the bank must address by undertaking corrective action, and in 
some cases, has already taken required steps. Among them, the OCC 
criticized CIO risk management, which “allowed CIO synthetic credit 
trading desk to operate in an unsafe and unsound manner.”*'*^* In its 
review of the CIO’s “VaR Model Risk Management,” the OCC 
concluded that the CIO’s practices were not only “weak and 
constitute[d] an unsafe and unsound bank practice,” but also that they 
resulted in two regulatory violations.*'*^’ Additionally, the OCC found 
“unsafe and unsound practices” in the CIO’s valuation processes, 
especially noting that “[t]he CIO did not use collateral differences with 
its trading counterparties as an information source for potential valuation 
issues.”'"'^® The OCC also explicitly criticized the bank for providing 
inadequate information about the whale trades.'"*’^ Outside the CIO, 
OCC criticized JPMorgan Chase’s audit coverage and practices for 
failing to “identify unsafe and unsound practices in the CIO.”*'*’*’ 

On January 14, 2013, the OCC took a formal enforcement action 
by issuing a Cease and Desist order against the bank, to which the bank 
consented.*'*’* The OCC is authorized to issue Cease and Desist orders 


7/27/2012 OCC Supervisory Letter JPM-2012-33, “JPMorgan Chase Bank, N.A. 
Management Rating,” PSI-OCC-1 7-000003 [Sealed Exhibit]. 

12/12/2012 OCC Supervisory Letter JPM-20I2-66, “CIO Oversight and Governance 
Examination,” PSI-OCC-lS-OOOOl [Sealed Exhibit]. 

10/26/2012 memorandum from Sally Belshaw, OCC, to Mike Brosnan, OCC, “Surrounding 
Losses at CIO and Lessons Learned,” at PSI-OCC- 13-0000 11-012 [Scaled Exhibit]; 
Subcommittee briefing by the OCC (1 1/29/2012). The OCC Supervisory Letters address “Model 
Approvals and Risk Weighted Assets,” “Audit Coverage of CIO Activities,” “CIO Risk 
Management Review,” “Examination of VaR Mode! Risk Management,” “Examination of CIO 
Valuation Governance,” and “CIO Oversight and Governance.” 

1 1/6/2012 OCC Supervisory Letter JPM-2012-52, “Chief Investment Office Risk 
Management Review,” PSI'OCC-17-000015 [Scaled Exhibit]. 

1 1/6/2012 OCC Supervisory Letter JPM-2012-53, “Examination of VAR Model Risk 
Management,” PSI-OCC-17-000019 [Sealed Exhibit]; see also 8/14/2012 OCC Supervisory 
Letter JPM-2012-37, “Model Approvals and Risk Weighted Assets,” PSI-OCC-17-000001 
[Sealed Exhibit]. 

1428 1 1/27/2012 OCC Supervisory Letter JPM-2012-59, “CIO Valuation Governance 
Examination,” PSI-OCC-1 7-0000025 [Sealed Exhibit]. 

See 12/12/2012 OCC Supervisory Letter JPM-20 12-66, at PSLOCC-18-000001, at 003. 
8/31/2012 OCC Supervisory Letter JPM-2012-40, “Audit Coverage of the Chief Investment 
Office,” PSI-OCC-I7-000005 [Sealed Exhibit]. 

1/14/2013 In the Matter of JPMorgan Chase, N.A., OCC Consent Order, 
http://occ.gov/news-issuances/ne\vs-re!cases/2013/nr-occ-2013-7a.r)df 
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under 12 U.S.C. § 1818(b), which allows the OCC to take action if it has 
reasonable cause to believe that an insured depository institution has 
violated a law or regulation, or engaged in unsafe business practices. 

The order requires and the bank has consented to undertake a number of 
actions to strengthen its risk management and derivatives trading 
practices, actions which the OCC will need to monitor to ensure needed 
reforms are made. For example, in one case, the bank has promised to 
respond to risk limit breaches by requiring “the business [to] promptly 
take steps to reduce exposure to within limit, unless a one-off approval 
for a limited period of time is granted, a measure which merely 
restates the same policy the bank had in place prior to the whale trades. 
Regulators must ensure our largest financial institution strengthens its 
procedures and policies. 

In addition, Comptroller Curry has taken steps to strengthen the 
OCC’s regulatory culture. As a first step, he initiated an independent 
internal review of both the bank and the OCC supervision, looking to 
gain “lessons learned. With respect to the bank, the OCC’s internal 
review identified a number of problems with both the CIO and 
JPMorgan Chase, such as the bank’s use of certain unapproved risk 
models, and the poor performance of the bank’s Legal/Compliance 
department, which delayed responses to OCC inquiries and provided 
sometimes incomplete or even incorrect answers. The OCC appears 
to have begun the hard work of recalibrating its relationship with 
JPMorgan Chase to ensure the bank meets its regulatory obligations. 

For its part, JPMorgan Chase has stated in its Task Force Report that it is 
working towards a more transparent relationship with its regulators. 

The OCC internal review also presented six recommendations for 
improvements to its Large Bank Supervision division, which accepted 
all six. The recommendations required the Large Bank Supervision 
division to improve its use of appropriate resources, such as derivatives 
trading experts; incorporate practices to minimize regulatory surprises to 
the OCC, such as by periodically reviewing desk level reports to catch 
inconsistencies in information given to senior management; proactively 
examine banks’ regulatory capital models; and institute more disciplined 
MRA follow-up, among other reforms.'"*^’ The internal report’s analysis 
and recommendations have been the subject of presentations by the 


““ 12 U.S.C. § 1818(b) (2011). 

1/1 1/2013 letter from John Hogan, JPMorgan Chase, to Scott Waterhouse, OCC, “JPM- 
2012-66 CIO Oversight and Governance Examination,” PSI-OCC-22-000001, at 006. 

10/26/2012 OCC Confidential Supervisory Report, at PSI-OCC-13-000014 [Sealed Exhibit]; 
Subcommittee interview of Michael Sullivan, OCC (8/30/2012) (report sought by Mr. Curry). 

10/26/2012 OCC Confidential Supervisory Report, at PSI-OCC-13-000037-038 [Sealed 
Exhibit]. 

2013 JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, at 1 1 1. 

10/26/2012 memorandum from Sally Belshaw, OCC, to Mike Brosnan, OCC, “Surrounding 
Losses at CIO and Lessons Learned,” PSI-OCC-13-000001-013 [Sealed Exhibit]. 
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OCC to both U.S. and international regulators in addition to internal 
OCC groups of examination staff. 

F. Analysis 

The whale trades provide a striking case history of how a major 
bank, with 65 bank examiners on site, can keep a multi-billion-dollar 
derivatives portfolio off the radar screen of its regulator for years, at 
least until it begins to lose money. For nearly six years, JPMorgan 
Chase failed to disclose key information to its primary regulator about 
the CIO’s Synthetic Credit Portfolio, even though the bank claimed it 
played an important role in hedging the bank’s credit risk. The bank 
failed to report the existence of the portfolio to the OCC when it was 
created, during a 2010 examination of CIO investment portfolios, when 
it expanded in size by tenfold in 201 1, and when it produced 
approximately $400 million in 201 1 profits. Along the way, at times, 
bank personnel lectured OCC examiners about being overly intrusive. 
The bank first reported the SCP to the OCC in January 2012, when it 
began breaching the bank’s VaR limit and incurring losses, but even 
then the bank misinformed the OCC about its significance by describing 
plans to reduce its size. As SCP losses mounted during the first few 
months of 20 1 2, the bank failed to include information about the SCP in 
routine reports to the OCC. When the CIO repeatedly breached internal 
risk and stress limits, the bank downplayed their significance and 
allowed the breaches to continue. After the whale trades attracted media 
attention, the bank still resisted providing detailed SCP information to 
the OCC, disclosing the extent of the SCP losses only when it was 
legally compelled to disclose its financial results in an SEC filing. The 
OCC’s repeated requests were often ignored and not adequately 
enforced. 

The questionable bank practices that came to light when the whale 
trades were disclosed includes the CIO’s creation of a high risk trading 
portfolio using bank deposits, using valuation practices to hide losses, 
disregarding breaches of risk limits, manipulating risk and capital 
models to artificially lower the portfolio’s risk profile, and dodging OCC 
oversight. Because JPMorgan Chase provided such limited information 
about the SCP, the OCC remained in the dark about the size and risks of 
the portfolio for years. When losses began rolling in, it had to exercise 
oversight on the basis of incomplete, inaccurate, and misleading 
information. The bank’s practices impeded the OCC’s ability to detect 
and stop unsafe and unsound derivatives trading practices. 

At the same time, not all the fault should be laid at the foot of the 
bank. Over the past two years, the OCC failed to notice or investigate 
bank reports of CIO risk limit breaches, failed to realize when monthly 
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CIO reports weren’t delivered, failed to insist on detailed trading data 
from the CIO needed for effective oversight, and failed to take firm 
action when the bank delayed or denied its requests for information. 

The OCC tolerated resistance by JPMorgan Chase to regulatory requests 
and failed to establish a regulatory relationship that mandated the bank’s 
prompt cooperation with OCC oversight efforts. The new Comptroller 
appears to be taking actions to correct that fundamental oversight 
problem. In its 2012 examinations of the CIO, for example, the OCC 
adopted a “clean slate” approach, requiring the bank to produce basic 
information about the CIO from the ground up to support all assertions 
about its operations.'''^® The question is whether the OCC can 
recalibrate its regulatory relationship to achieve effective oversight, not 
only with JPMorgan Chase, but also other large financial institutions. 


Subcommittee interview of Fred Crumiish, OCC (8/28/2012). 
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VII: MISINFORMING INVESTORS, REGULATORS 

AND THE PUBLIC 

To ensure fair, open, and efficient markets for investors, Federal 
securities laws impose specific disclosure obligations on market 
participants. Public statements and SEC filings made by JPMorgan 
Chase in April and May 2012 raise questions about the timeliness, 
completeness, and accuracy of information presented about the CIO 
whale trades. 

The CIO whale trades were not disclosed to the public in any way 
until April 2012, despite more than $1 billion in losses and widespread 
problems affecting the CIO and the bank, as described in the earlier 
chapters of this Report. On April 6, 2012, media reports focused public 
attention on the whale trades for the first time; on April 1 0, which was 
the next trading day, the SCP reported internally a $415 million loss. 

The bank’s communications officer and chief investor liaison circulated 
talking points and, that same day, April 10, met with reporters and 
analysts to deliver reassuring messages about the SCP. Their primary 
objectives were to communicate, among other matters, that the CIO’s 
activities were “for hedging purposes” and that the regulators were 
“fully aware” of its activities, neither of which was true. The following 
day, April 1 1, one of the traders told Ms. Drew, “The bank’s 
communications yesterday are starting to work,” suggesting they were 
quieting the markets and resulting in reduced portfolio losses. 

At the end of the week, on April 13, 2012, JPMorgan Chase filed 
an 8-K report with the SEC with information about the bank’s first 
quarter financial results and also hosted an earnings call. On that call, 
JPMorgan Chase Chief Financial Officer Douglas Braunstein reassured 
investors, analysts, and the public that the CIO’s trading activities were 
made on a long-term basis, were transparent to regulators, had been 
approved by the bank’s risk managers, and served a hedging function 
that lowered risk and would ultimately be permitted under the Volcker 
Rule whose regulations were still being developed. CEO Jamie Dimon 
dismissed the media reports about the SCP as “a complete tempest in a 
teapot.” 

A month later, in connection with its May 10, 2012 10-Q filing 
finalizing its first quarter financial results, the bank announced that the 
SCP had lost $2 billion, would likely lose more, and was much riskier 
than earlier portrayed. The 10-Q filing stated: “Since March 31, 2012, 
CIO has had significant mark-to-market losses in its synthetic credit 
portfolio, and this portfolio has proven to be riskier, more volatile and 
less effective as an economic hedge than the Firm previously believed.” 
Though the markets did not react against JPMorgan Chase’s stock after 
the reassuring April 13 8-K filing and earnings call, the bank’s stock did 
drop after the May 10 10-Q filing and call. It dropped again after its 
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announcement on May 15 that InaDrew was departing the bank,*'’'*” 
declining from $40. 74/share on May 10 to $33. 93/share one week later 
on May 17, a drop of 17%. The stock continued to decline to $31/share 
on June 4, representing an overall decline of 24%, without any other 
apparent intervening event during that time period. 

Given the information that bank executives possessed in advance 
of the bank’s public communications on April 10, April 13, and May 10, 
the written and verbal representations made by the bank were 
incomplete, contained numerous inaccuracies, and misinformed 
investors, regulators, and the public about the CIO’s Synthetic Credit 
Portfolio. 

More than a Tempest in a Teapot. In the April 13 earnings call, 
in response to a question, Mr. Dimon dismissed media reports about the 
SCP as a “complete tempest in a teapot.” While he later apologized for 
that comment, his judgment likely was of importance to investors in the 
immediate aftermath of those media reports. The evidence also indicates 
that, when he made that statement, Mr. Dimon was already in possession 
of information about the SCP’s complex and sizeable portfolio, its 
sustained losses for three straight months, the exponential increase in 
those losses during March, and the difficulty of exiting the SCP’s 
positions. 

Mischaracterizing Involvement of Firmwide Risk Managers. 

Mr. Braunstein also stated on the April 13 earnings call that “all of those 
positions are put on pursuant to the risk management at the firm-wide 
level.” The evidence indicates, however, that in 2012 JPMorgan 
Chase’s firmwide risk managers knew little about the SCP and had no 
role in putting on its positions. For example, JPMorgan Chase’s Chief 
Risk Officer John Hogan told the Subcommittee that prior to the April 
press reports, he had been unaware of the size and nature of the SCP, 
much less its mounting losses. Virtually no evidence indicates that he, 
his predecessor, or any other firmwide risk manager played any role in 
designing or approving the SCP positions acquired in 2012 until well 
after the April 13 earnings call when the bank’s risk managers 
effectively took over management of the SCP. In addition, Mr. 
Braunstein’ s statement omitted any mention of the across-the-board risk 
limit breaches triggered by the SCP during the first quarter of 2012, even 
though those breaches would likely have been of interest to investors. 

Mischaracterizing SCP as “Fully Transparent to the 
Regulators.” In the bank’s April 13 earnings call, Mr. Braunstein said 
that the SCP positions were “fully transparent to the regulators,” who 


See 5/15/2012 JPMorgan Chase & Co., Form 8-K, at 3, http://files.shareholder.com/ 
downloads/ONE/ 2275559219x0x51193125-12-233374/1 9617/filing.pdf (“On May 14, 2012, 
JPMorgan Chase & Co. (“JPMorgan Chase” or the “Firm”) announced that Ina R. Drew, the 
Firm’s Chief Investment Officer, had made the decision to retire from the Firm.”). 
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“get information on those positions on a regular and recurring basis as 
part of our normalized reporting.” In fact, the SCP positions had never 
been disclosed to the OCC in any regular bank report. The bank had 
described the SCP’s positions to the OCC for the first time, in a general 
way, only a few days earlier and failed to provide more detailed 
information for more than a month. Mr. Braunstein’s statement also 
omitted the fact that JPMorgan Chase had dodged OCC oversight of the 
SCP for years by failing to alert the agency to the establishment of the 
portfolio and failing to provide any portfolio-specific information in CIO 
reports. During the April 13 call, the bank led investors to believe that 
the SCP operated under close OCC supervision and oversight, when the 
truth was that the bank had provided barely any SCP data for the OCC to 
review. 

Mischaracterizing SCP Decisions as “Made on a Very Long- 
Term Basis.” On the bank’s April 1 3 earnings call, Mr. Braunstein also 
stated that with regard to “managing” the stress loss positions of the 
Synthetic Credit Portfolio, “[a]ll of the decisions are made on a very 
long-term basis.” In fact, the CIO credit traders engaged in daily 
derivatives trading, and the bank conceded the SCP was “actively 
traded.” An internal CIO presentation in March 2012, provided to the 
bank’s executive committee a month before the earnings call, indicated 
that the SCP operated on a “short” time horizon. In addition, many of 
the positions producing SCP losses had been acquired just weeks or 
months earlier. Mr. Braunstein’s characterization of the SCP as making 
long-term investment decisions was contrary to both the short-term 
posture of the SCP, as well as how it actually operated in 201 1 and 
2012. His description was inaccurate at best, and deceptive at worst. 

Mischaracterizing SCP Whale Trades As Providing “Stress 
Loss” Protection. During the April 1 3 call, Mr. Braunstein indicated 
that the SCP was intended to provide “stress loss” protection to the bank 
in the event of a credit crisis, essentially presenting the SCP as a 
portfolio designed to lower rather than increase bank risk. But in early 
April, days before the earnings call, Ms. Drew told the bank’s executive 
committee that, overall, the SCP was “long” credit, a posture that 
multiple senior executives told the Subcommittee was inconsistent with 
providing protection against a credit crisis. Moreover, a detailed 
analysis reviewed by senior management two days before the April 13 
earnings call showed that in multiple scenarios involving a deterioration 
of credit, the SCP would lose money. While the bank may have sought 
to reassure investors that the SCP lowered the bank’s credit risk, in fact, 
as then configured, the SCP would have amplified rather than reduced 
the bank’s losses in the event of a credit crisis. The bank’s description 
of the SCP was simply erroneous. 

Asserting SCP Trades Were Consistent With the Volcker Rule. 

The final point made in the April 13 earnings call by Mr. Braunstein 
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was: “[W]e believe all of this is consistent with what we believe the 
ultimate outcome will be related to Volcker.” The Volcker Rule is 
intended to reduce bank risk by prohibiting high-risk proprietary trading 
activities by federally insured banks, their affiliates, and subsidiaries. 
However, the Volcker Rule also allows certain trading activities to 
continue, including “risk-mitigating hedging activities.” Mr. 
Braunstein’s statement gave the misimpression that the SCP was 
“hedging” risk. When the Subcommittee asked the bank for any legal 
analyses regarding the Volcker Rule and the SCP, the bank responded 
that none existed. On the day prior to the earnings call, Ina Drew wrote 
to Mr. Braunstein that “the language in Volcker is unclear,” a statement 
that presumably refers to the fact that the implementing regulation was 
then and still is under development. In addition, the bank had earlier 
written to regulators expressing concern that the SCP’s derivatives 
trading would be “prohibited” by the Volcker Rule and asking for a 
change to the proposed rule to ensure it would be permitted. The bank 
omitted that analysis to investors, when asserting that the CIO would be 
allowed under the Volcker Rule to continue operating the SCP as before. 

Omitting VaR Model Change. Near the end of January, the bank 
approved use of a new CIO Value-at-Risk (VaR) model that cut in half 
the SCP’s purported risk profde, but failed to disclose that VaR model 
change in its April 8-K filing, and omitted the reason for returning to the 
old model in its May 10-Q filing. JPMorgan Chase was aware of the 
importance of VaR risk analysis to investors, because when the media 
first raised questions about the whale trades, the bank explicitly referred 
analysts to the CIO’s VaR totals in its 201 1 annual 10-K filing, filed on 
February 29, 2012. Yet, days later, on April 13, the bank’s 8-K filing 
contained a misleading chart that listed the CIO’s first quarter VaR total 
as $67 million, only $3 million more than the prior quarter, without also 
disclosing that the new figure was the product of a new VaR model that 
calculated much lower VaR results for the CIO than the prior model. An 
analyst or investor relying on the disclosed VaRs for the end of 201 1 and 
the first quarter of 2012 would likely have believed that the positions 
underlying those VaRs were similar, since the VaR totals were very 
similar. The change in the VaR methodology effectively masked the 
significant changes in the portfolio. 

When asked in a May 10 call with investors and analysts why the 
VaR model was changed, Mr. Dimon said the bank made “constant 
changes and updates to models, always trying to get them better,” but 
did not disclose that the bank had reinstated the old CIO VaR model 
because the “update[d]” CIO VaR had understated risk by a factor of 
two, was error prone, and suffered from operational problems. The May 
10-Q filing included a chart showing a revised CIO VaR for the first 
quarter of $129 million, which was twice the VaR amount initially 
reported for the first quarter, and also twice the average amounts in 201 1 
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and 2010. The only explanation the May 10-Q filing provided was that 
the revised VaR “was calculated using a methodology consistent with 
the methodology used to calculate CIO’s VaR in 201 1.” 

Together, these misstatements and omissions about the 
involvement of the bank’s risk managers in putting on SCP positions, 
the SCP’s transparency to regulators, the long-term nature of its 
decisionmaking, its VaR results, its role as a risk-mitigating hedge, and 
its supposed consistency with the Volcker Rule, misinformed investors, 
regulators, and the public about the nature, activities, and riskiness of the 
CIO’s credit derivatives during the first quarter of 2012. 

A. Public Disclosure of Whale Trades and SCP 

Prior to the media reports in early April 2012, the Synthetic Credit 
Portfolio (SCP) had not been mentioned by name in any JPMorgan 
Chase public filing; over the next month, the SCP received sustained 
attention in the bank’s public filings, investor calls, and media 
communications. In response to media inquiries, the bank initially 
characterized the SCP as engaged in long-term, risk-reducing hedging 
activities that were known to its risk managers and regulators, and 
downplayed its losses. A month later, the bank completely revised its 
description of the SCP, characterizing it as having “morphed” into a 
risky trading activity that was poorly conceived and vetted, and which 
had caused billions of dollars in losses with more to follow. 

The earliest evidence identified by the Subcommittee of 
information about the SCP in the public sphere is an April 5, 2012, 
internal bank email which informed bank management that reporters 
from Bloomberg and the Wall Street Journal were planning to publish 
news articles about trades involving the Synthetic Credit Portfolio and 
the Chief Investment Office. JPMorgan Chase’s chief spokesperson, Joe 
Evangelisti, managing director and head of worldwide corporate 
communications and media relations, sent the email warning bank 
executives, including Jamie Dimon, that the media stories “are saying 
that JPMorgan basically has a large proprietary trading shop hidden in 
its CIO .... [and] that with increased capital rules and the upcoming 
Volcker Rule, these activities could come under pressure.” He 
recommended that the bank convey the following message about the 
SCP and CIO: 

“I’d like us to hit hard the points that the CIO’s activities are 
for hedging purposes and that the regulators are fully aware 
of our activities. I’d like to give them the following on the 
record: 


4/5/2012 email from Joseph Evangelisti, JPMorgan Chase, to Ina Drew, CIO, Douglas 
Braunstein, JPMorgan Chase, and others, ‘'WSJ/Bloomberg CIO Stories,” JPM-CIO-PSI 
0000543, at 544. 
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• The Chief Investment Office is responsible for 
managing and hedging the firm’s liquidity, foreign 
exchange, interest rate and other structural risks. 

• Gains in the CIO offset and hedge losses in other parts 
of the firm. 

o The investments and positions undertaken by the 
CIO are to hedge positions and losses in other 
parts of the firm and are done in the context of our 
overall company risk management framework. 
Hedging gains reflected in our financial 
statements represent one side of a transaction that 
is hedging a loss in one of our main businesses. 

• We cooperate closely with our regulators, and they are 
fully aware of our hedging activities.” 

Later that same day, Mr. Evangelisti revised the talking points 
based on comments he received from firm executives, and sent them to 
Jamie Dimon and Douglas Braunstein, among others.'"*"*^ The revised 
talking points included two key changes. First, instead of stating that 
“Gains in the CIO offset and hedge losses,” he wrote that the “CIO is 
focused on managing the long-term structural liabilities of the firm and 
is not focused on short-term profits. Our CIO activities hedge structural 
risks and invest to bring the company’s assets and liabilities into better 
alignment.”''"'^ Secondly, he changed the statement, “We cooperate 
closely with our regulators, who are fully aware of our hedging 
activities,” by removing the word “fully.”'"'"'"’ Mr. Dimon responded to 
Mr. Evangelisti’s proposed talking points with “Ok.”'"'"'^ 

The Evangelisti email and talking points indicate that, from the 
beginning of the bank’s public discussion of the SCP in April 2012, 
JPMorgan Chase planned to describe the portfolio as a risk-reducing 
hedge that was transparent to the bank’s regulators, even though neither 
characterization was accurate. Furthermore, by tempering the points 
about hedging and transparency to regulators, the revision shows that 
bank was aware that its initial characterizations were not entirely true. 

The next day, Friday, April 6, 2012, media reports disclosed that a 
CIO trader had accumulated massive positions in CDX indices, 
especially the Investment Grade Series 9. Bloomberg ’s article was 
entitled, “JPMorgan Trader Iksll’s Heft Is Said to Distort Credit 


4/5/2012 email from Douglas Braunstein, JPMorgan Chase, to Joseph Evangelisti, JPMorgan 
Chase, “Revised: WSJ/Bloomberg CIO stories,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0000543. 

Id., at JPM-CIO-PSI 0000543-544. 
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Id. 
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Market”;''*'**’ the Wall Street Journal ’s article was entitled, “London 
Whale Rattles Debt Market.”''*'*’ Both focused on how enormous trades 
by the CIO were roiling world credit markets and affecting prices. The 
Wall Street Journal article also stated that a “person familiar with the 
matter” indicated that any reduction in Mr. IksiTs position could result 
in losses for the bank.''*'* On April 9, 2012, another Bloomberg article 
entitled, “JPMorgan Trader Iksil Fuels Prop-Trading Debate With Bets,” 
linked the controversy over the CIO trades to implementation of the 
Volcker Rule, quoting legal counsel representing certain banks as 
stating, “1 wouldn’t be surprised if the pro-Volcker folks used this as a 
test case.”*'*'*® 

JPMorgan Chase’s press and investor relations offices fielded a 
number of questions after the articles were published. Sarah 
Youngwood, head of investor relations, used Mr. Evangelisti’s narrative 
the following day in a conversation with Ben Hesse, a research 
analyst at Fidelity, a JPMorgan Chase shareholder.'*^' According to her 
email at the time, she told him: “Members of the CIO take long-term 
hedging positions in the context of our overall asset/liability 
management,” “[hjedging is core to the bank’s activities,” the CIO is 
“not focused on short-term profits,” and “CIO results are disclosed in 
our quarterly earnings reports and are fully transparent to our 
regulators.” The Subcommittee is unaware of any action taken by 
any personnel within the bank to correct this description of the SCP. 

On Tuesday, April 10, the first trading day after the article was 
published, the Synthetic Credit Portfolio reported internally a loss of 
$415 million, the biggest SCP loss to date in 2012.'“'^^ JPMorgan Chase 


1446 “jptyioi-gan Trader’s Positions Said to Distort Credit Indexes,” Bloomberg . Stephanie Ruble, 
Bradley Keoun and Mary Childs (4/6/2012), http://www.bioomberg.com/news/2012-04' 
OSdpmorgan-trader-iksil-s-heft-is-said'to-distort-credit'indexes.hlml. 

‘“London Whale’ Rattles Debt Market,” Wall Street Journal . Gregory Zuckerman and Kaly 
Bume (4/6/2012), See also “JPMorgan Trader Accused Of ‘Breaking’ CDS Index Market With 
Massive Prop Position,” Zero Hedge [blog], “Tyler Durden” (4/5/2012), 
http;//www'.zerohedge.com/print/446043. 

“‘London Whale’ Rattles Debt Market,” Wall Street Journal , Gregory Zuckerman and Katy 

Bume (4/6/2012). 

“JPMorgan Trader Iksil Fuels Prop-Trading Debate With Bets,” Bloomberg . Shannon D. 
Harrington, Bradley Keoun and Christine Harper (4/9/2012), 

http://www.bloomberg.com/news/201 2-04-09/jpmorg2in-trader-iksil-fuels-prop*trading-debate- 
with-bets.html. 

4/6/2012 email from Sarah Youngwood, JPMorgan Chase, to Jamie Dimon, JPMorgan 
Chase, and others, “CIO articles - Calls (2),” JPM-CIO-PSI 0000554. 

Subcommittee interview of Douglas Braunstein, JPMorgan Chase (9/12/2012). 

4/6/2012 email from Sarah Youngwood, JPMorgan Chase, to Jamie Dimon and others, 
JPMorgan Chase, “CIO articles ~ Calls (2),” JPM-CIO-PSI 0000554. On her last point, 
however, CIO results were not separately disclosed in the bank’s quarterly earnings reports but 
rather were reported as part of “Corporate” earnings. See 4/5/2012 email from Ina Drew, CIO, 
to Joseph Evangelist!, JPMorgan Chase, and Barry Zubrow, JPMorgan Chase, “Jamie’s fine with 
this[,]” JPM-CIO-PSI 0000543 (“We do not disclose cio earnings - part of corporate”). 

See chart, prepared by the Subcommittee and printed in Chapter IV, tracking SCP’s daily 
reported profit and loss (P&L) from January 3 to May 15, 2012, derived from an OCC 
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told the Subcommittee that it had expected a large loss due to the press 
reports, which the bank viewed as exposing its trading positions and 
making the CIO more vulnerable.'"'^"' 

On the same day as the loss, April 10, Messrs. Braunstein and 
Hogan were scheduled to provide a “backgrounder” with the Wall Street 
Journal . Mr. Evangelist! informed them that JPMorgan Chase had 
provided additional “background and on-the-record statements 
explaining the hedging activities of our CIO and putting these activities 
in the context of our overall asset and liability management. We also 
said that we now feel that our risks are effectively balanced.”'"'^^ In 
addition, Sarah Youngwood, head of investor relations, reported that the 
bank had “4 more conversations on CIO articles” with analysts; she 
noted that “[a]ll of them understand our CIO activities. Joe 
[Evangelist!] ’s statements [were] very helpful to the conversations.”'"'^^ 

The following day, Javier Martin-Artajo, head of the CIO’s equity 
and credit trading operations, wrote to Ms. Drew, describing how 
JPMorgan Chase’s response to the press articles was successfully 
reducing market pressure: 

“Ina, the market is quiet today. To[o] early to tell but so far 

about flat P/L [profit/loss]. The tension has stopped now. 

The bank’s communications yesterday are starting to work. I 

hope that it keeps this way tomorrow.”'"'^* 

At the end of that day, the CIO reported a final loss total of only $6 
million, compared to $415 million in losses the prior day, and $5 
million the next day,'"*^^ which seemed to confirm that the bank’s 
communications were calming the market. 

The next day, April 13, 2012, one week after the initial news 
reports about the SCP, JPMorgan Chase filed a Form 8-K with the SEC 
and held an earnings call with analysts, investors, the media, and others 
to discuss its expected first quarter earnings. The bank’s filing and 


spreadsheet, OCC-SPl-00000298-304, at 302. Numbers do not reflect restated P&L figures after 
JPMorgan Chase’s restatement in July 2012. 

Subcommittee interview of Jamie Dimon, JPMorgan Chase (9/19/2012). 

4/10/2012 email from Joseph Evangelisti, JPMorgan Ch^e, to Douglas Braunstein, 
JPMorgan Chase, and others, ‘"'WSJ call,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0017427. 

4/10/2012 email from Joseph Evangelisti, JPMorgan Chase, to Operating Committee, 
JPMorgan Chase, “WSJ tomorrow,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0001066. 

4/10/2012 email from Sarah Youngwood, JPMorgan Chase, to Jamie Dimon, JPMorgan 
Chase, and others, “CIO articles - Calls (7), JPM-CIO-PSI 0001024. 

4/1 1/2012 email from Javier Martin-Artajo, CIO, to Ina Drew, CIO, “Single names CDS 
basis relative to IG 9 CDS - URGENT update,” JPM-CIO-PSI-H 0002340 [emphasis in 
original]. 

See chart, prepared by the Subcommittee and printed in Chapter IV, tracking SCP’s daily 
reported profit and loss (P&L) from January 3 to May 15, 2012, derived from an OCC 
spreadsheet, OCC-SPI-00000298-304, at 302. Numbers do not reflect restated P&L figures after 
JPMorgan Chase’s restatement in July 2012. It is unclear whether the CIO calculated these 
losses using midpoint prices or more favorable prices to minimize the total reported losses. 
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written materials did not address the SCP or the whale trades directly,'"'®® 
but Mr. Braunstein volunteered a number of comments about them 
during the earnings call. 

On the call, Mr. Braunstein stated that he wanted to “talk about the 
topics in the news around CIO, and just sort of take a step back and 
remind our investors about that activity and performance.”'"'®' In his 
remarks, Mr. Braunstein described the CIO and its excess deposits 
portfolio. He then went on to state: 

“[W]e also need to manage the stress loss associated with 
that portfolio, and so we have put on positions to manage for 
a significant stress event in Credit. We have had that 
position on for many years and the aetivities that have been 
reported in the paper are basieally part of managing that 
stress loss position, which we moderate and change over time 
depending upon our views as to what the risks are for stress 
loss from credit. 

All of those decisions are made on a very long-term basis. 

They are done to keep the Company effectively balanced 
from a risk standpoint. We are very comfortable with our 
positions as they are held today. 

And I would add that all of those positions are fully 
transparent to the regulators. They review them, have access 
to them at any point in time, get the information on those 
positions on a regular and recurring basis as part of our 
normalized reporting. All of those positions are put on 
pursuant to the risk management at the firm-wide level. 

The last comment I would make is that ... we believe all of 
this is consistent with what we believe the ultimate outcome 
will be related to Volcker.”'''“ 

Mr. Dimon made the following statements during the April 1 3, 
2012 earnings call about the SCP in response to a reporter’s question: 

“If s a complete tempest in a teapot. Every bank has a major 
portfolio. In those portfolios, you make investments that you 
think are wise, that offset your exposures. Obviously, it’s a 


The 8-K filing did, however, contain a chart tracking the CIO’s VaR totals, as discussed 
below. See 4/13/2012 JPMorgan Chase & Co., Form S-K, at 42, 
http://files.sharehoIder.eom/downIoads/ONE/2063348229x0xS 11931 25- 1 2- 
161533/19617/filmg.pdf. 

4/13/2012 “Edited Transcript JPM * Q1 JPMorgmi Chase & Co. Earnings Conference Call,” 
at 7, JPM-CIO-PSI 0001151. See also “Transcript of Audio Recording of .TPMorgan Chase 
Earnings Call With Media on April 1 3, 2012,” prepared by the Subcommittee (transcribing a 
telephone call earlier in the day in which Mr. Braunstein volunteered similar statements about 
the SCP). 

Id., at 7. 
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big portfolio. We’re a large company and we try to run it. 

It’s sophisticated, well, obviously, a complex thing. But at 
the end of the day, that’s our job, is to invest that portfolio 
wisely and intelligently to - over a long period of time to 
earn income and to offset other exposures we have.”'"*^^ 

After the call, the bank’s internal communications indicate that, of 
all the issues discussed on the call, bank personnel focused in particular 
on gauging the reaction to the bank’s CIO commentary, likely because 
the bank’s goal was to reassure the market. Ms. Youngwood emailed 
Mr. Dimon and Mr. Braunstein several hours after the call with a 
summary of calls from analysts, noting in the first line of her email; “We 
are now getting calls. Tone positive. No questions on CIO.”'''®'' Later 
that evening, she emailed them that there were “[v]ery few questions on 
CIO” on the “[Ijast batch of calls.”'"®® Three days later, on April 16, the 
first trading day after the earnings call of April 13, Julien Grout, one of 
the SCP traders, emailed two other SCP traders, Bruno Iksil and Luis 
Buraya, crediting the April 13 statements for turning the market around: 

“Positive signs start to appear since Jamie and Doug’s 
comments on Friday: [t]he market has stopped going against 
our positions in an aggressive way. We have not seen the 
positions trading against us since Apr 10 and we have seen 
since Friday encouraging signs .... There is finally selling 
interest on IG 9 5 Yr, though not significant to reverse our 
loss but significant for the first time since the beginning of 
April and specially since our loss on Apr 10.”'"® 

In describing the SCP on the earnings call, both Mr. Dimon and 
Mr. Braunstein omitted mention of a number of key facts that they 
declined to share with investors on the call. First, compared to the prior 
quarter, the SCP had tripled in size from about $51 billion to $157 
billion and contained many new credit derivatives.'"®^ Mr. Dimon, Mr. 


'“id., at 10. 

4/13/2012 email from Sarah Youngwood, JPMorgan Chase, to Jamie Dimon and Douglas 
Braunstein, JPMorgan Chase, ‘iQ12 calls - Buyside and Sellside comments (3),” JPM-CIO-PSI 
0001137 (She also pointed out one particular analyst’s feedback: “Thought CIO comments were 
very helpful; no questions the topic.”). 

4/13/2012 email from Sarah Youngwood, JPMorgan Chase, to Jamie Dimon and Douglas 
Braunstein, JPMorgan Chase, “1 Q12 calls - Buyside and Sellside comments (6),” JPM-CIO-PSI 
0001200 . 

4/16/2012 email from Julien Grout, CIO, to Luis Buraya and Bruno Iksil, CIO, “CIO Core 
Credit P&L Predict [16 April]: -$31,405k (dly) -$l,094,24Ik (ytd),” JPM-CIO-PSI 0017022, at 
026. 

“Summary of Positions by Type and Series,” prepared by JPMorgan Chase in response to a 
Subcommittee request, JPM-CIO-PSI 0037609, Prior to the April 13 earnings call, Mr. 
Braunstein had specifically requested and received data on the growth of the positions in the SCP 
over the first quarter. On or about April 9, he asked for “some history relative to current 
positions (long and shorts).” 4/9/2012 email from John Wilmot, CIO, to Ina Drew, CIO and 
others, “Deliverables for meeting tomorrow,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0001646. Later that day, Mr. 

Maeris sent Mr. Braunstein a presentation that included a chart of the notional amounts of trade 
positions as of January, February, March, and the current date. See 4/9/20 1 2 email from 
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Braunstein, and other executives were specifically told how the 
portfolio’s largest position would take 10-15 days of selling at 100% 
trading volume to exit, so the executives knew that exiting some of the 
portfolio’s positions would take weeks or months.'''®* Messrs. Dimon, 
Braunstein, and other executives were also informed that the SCP had 
switched its overall position from short to long,*''®^ a direction 
inconsistent with its purported hedging purpose, as discussed further 
below. Since the head of the CIO and member of the bank’s operating 
committee, Ina Drew, had forbidden additional trading in the portfolio 
on March 23, its positions were locked in.'''™ In addition, by that date, 
all of the risk limits governing the SCP had been breached.''*^' On 
March 30, 2012, Achilles Macris, who supervised the SCP trading, told 
the bank’s Chief Risk Officer that he had “lost confidence” in his team 
and was operating in “crisis mode.”'''^^ Also on March 30, the bank’s 
internal audit department issued a report criticizing CIO’s risk 
management department, with copies sent to Mr. Braunstein, Mr. 

Hogan, and others. Finally, the SCP had undergone three straight 
months of escalating losses, which worsened dramatically in March. 
None of these facts relating to the SCP’s size, risk profile, or losses were 
mentioned in the April 1 3 earnings call. 

After the earnings call, the bank sought to reduee the risk and 
losses of the SCP, but did not share any information publiely about those 
efforts until it filed its required 10-Q form with the SEC on May 10, 
finalizing its first quarter results. In the midst of preparing for that 


Achilles Macris, CIO, to Douglas Braunstein, JPMorgan Chase, and Ina Drew, CIO, “Synthetic 
Credit Presentation,” JPM-CIO-PSI-H 0002204-213, at 212. On April 12, Ms. Drew sent Mr. 
Braunstein and other members of senior management an email with a simplified version of the 
information, showing position increases from January to the current date. 4/12/2012 email from 
Ina Drew, CIO, to Jamie Dimon and others, JPMorgan Chase, “Synthetic Credit Materials,” 
JPM-CIO-PSI 0001100, at 103. 

1468 1/2012 email from John Wilmot, CIO, to Jamie Dimon, .TPMorgan Chase, and others, 

“synthetic credit information,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0001701, at 702; see also Chapter V discussion, 
citing Subcommittee interviews of John Hogan and Ashley Bacon, JPMorgan Chase (9/4/2012) 
and Douglas Braunstein, JPMorgan Chase (9/12/2012). Mr. Hogan and Mr. Braunstein each 
explained to the Subcommittee that, while it is theoretically possible to trade 100% of the 
average daily volume of an instrument in a single day, it is economically unwise to do so, since a 
single party trading that volume in a day would cause significant adverse movements in the 
prices of the instruments. 

4/5/2012 email from Ina Drew, CIO. to Jamie Dimon, JPMorgan Chase, Douglas Braunstein, 
JPMorgan Chase, and others, “CIO,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0000539. 

Subcommittee interviews of Ina Drew, CIO (9/7/2012, 12/11/2012). Mr. Dimon told the 
Subcommittee that he was not aware at the time that Ms. Drew had ordered the trading to stop. 
See Subcommittee interview of Jamie Dimon, JPMorgan Chase (9/19/2012). 

See Chapter V, describing the breaches of CIO VaR, CSOl, and CSW10%, among other risk 
limits. 

3/30/2012 email from Achilles Macris, CIO, to John Hogan, JPMorgan Chase, “synthetic 
credit- crisis action plan,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0001220. 

See 3/30/2012 email from William McManus, JPMorgan Chase, to Douglas Braunstein, 
JPMorgan Chase, and others, “Audit Report: EMEA CIO Credit- Market Risk and Valuation 
Practices (Rating Needs Improvement),” JPM-CIO-PSI 0009289. Mr. Braunstein told the 
Subcommittee that he did not recall reading frie report at this time. Subcommittee interview of 
Douglas Braunstein, JPMorgan Chase (9/12/2012). 
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disclosure, on May 2 , Ms. Drew wrote a note about the bank’s internal 
deliberations: “We are working through the 10-Q disclosure and Doug 
[Braunstein] and Jamie [Dimon] are weighing the risk reward to the 
communication plan around a press release and anal[y]st meet[]ing and 
the potential impact on the market and our ability to reduce this 
position.”*''^'' Her note indicated that bank executives were evaluating 
the consequences of public disclosures related to the SCP, including the 
financial fallout upon releasing damaging information about the SCP. 

Despite the bank’s increasing grasp of the SCP’s concentrated, 
complex, and deteriorating positions, after the April 1 3 earnings call the 
bank did not publicly discuss the SCP again until nearly a month later, 
on May 1 0, 2012, when the bank filed its 10-Q form with the SEC 
finalizing its first quarter financial results. That day, it also held a 
“business update” call with analysts, investors, the media, and others. In 
contrast to the views provided on April 13, 2012, the 10-Q filing and call 
presented a much more negative picture of the SCP. JPMorgan Chase 
reported that the SCP had incurred a $2 billion loss in the second 
quarter, and additional losses were expected.''*’^ In addition, the 10-Q 
provided a chart on the CIO’s VaR totals, showing a revised quarter-end 
VaR total that was nearly double the earlier reported figure.'"* ^ 

During the business update call, Mr. Dimon spoke at length about 
the SCP; 

“We are also amending a disclosure in the first quarter press 
release about CIO’s VAR, Value-at-Risk. We’d shown 
average VAR at 67. It will now be 1 29. In the first quarter, 
we Implemented a new VAR model, which we now deemed 
inadequate. And we went back to the old one, which had 
been used for the prior several years, which we deemed to be 
more adequate. . . . 

Regarding what happened, the synthetic credit portfolio was 
a strategy to hedge the Finn’s overall credit exposure, which 
is our largest risk overall .... We’re reducing tlrat hedge. 

But in hindsight, the new strategy was fiawed, complex, 
poorly reviewed, poorly executed and poorly monitored. The 
portfolio has proven to be riskier, more volatile and less 
effective [an] economic hedge than we thought. . . . 

We have more work to do, but it’s obvious at this point that 
there are many errors, sloppiness and bad judgment. I do 


5/2/2012 email from Ina Drew, CIO, to Ina Drew, CIO, [no subject], JPM-CIO-PSI 
0001212-214, at 214. 

5/10/2012 “Business Update Call,” JPMorgan Chase transcript, at 1-2, 
http://i.mktw.net'_newsimages/pdf/jpm-conference-call,pdf. 

See 5/10/2012 JPMorgan Chase & Co., Form 10-Q, at 73, 
http://investor.shareholder.com/jpmorganchase/secfiling.cfm?fiUngID=196 17-12-213. 
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remind you that none of this has anything to do with clients. 

[W]e’ve already changed some policies and procedures, as 
we’ve gone along. In addition you should know that all 
appropriate corrective actions will be taken, as necessary, in 
the future. . . . 

The portfolio still has a lot of risk and volatility going 
forward. ... It could cost us as much as $1 billion or more. 


These were grievous mistakes, they were self inflicted, we 
were accountable and we happened to violate our own 
standards and principles by how we want to operate the 
company. ... [W]e admit it, we will learn from it, we will fix 
it, we will move on, hopefully in the end, it will make us a 
better company 

In response to questions during the call, Mr. Dimon also said: 

“You should assume that we try to keep our readers 
update[d] about what we know and when we know it and it’s 
just a constant practice of the company. And when I said, it 
was caught, we started [to] dig into this more and more, most 
of the things were bearing big losses in the second quarter. 

And of course, when you start to see something like that you 
act probably - obviously we should have acted sooner. 

[Analyst question]: [W]hen did the losses accumulate? [W]as 
this something that happened most recently or this was an era 
in the past and is just updating your risk amount now? 

[Mr. Dimon]: There were small ones in the first quarter, but 
real ones that we talked about the $2 billion were all in the 
second quarter. And it kind of grew as the quarter went on. 

And obviously it got our attention, that and other things, 
which came to our attention.”'*'^® 

In July, the bank restated its earnings to increase its first quarter losses 
attributed to the SCP by $660 million, which the bank said fell to $459 
million after taxes.'"*™ 


5/10/2012 “Business Update Call,” JPMorgan Chase transcript, at 2-3, 
http://i. iTilctw.net/_newsiinages/pdf/jpm-conference-caU.pdf. 

Id., at 4. 

7/13/2012 JPMorgan Chase & Co., Form 8-K, 

http://files.shaiehoIder.eom/downioads/ONE/I934577619x0x582872/d38931ff-a849-41ed-a804- 
a94af013272/Restatement_8“K_Cover.pdf (“On July 13, 2012, JPMorgan Chase & Co. 
reported that it will restate its previously-filed interim financial statements for the first quarter of 
2012. The restatement will have the effect of reducing the Firm’s reported net income for the 
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B. Securities Laws 

To ensure fair, open, and efficient markets for investors, Federal 
securities laws impose specific disclosure obligations on market 
participants. Under Securities and Exchange Commission Rule lob- 
s''**® and Section 17(a) of the Securities Act of 1933,'''*' it is against the 
law for issuers of securities to make untrue statements or omissions of 
material facts in connection with the sale or purchase of securities. In 
the JPMorgan Chase case study examined by the Subcommittee, the 
bank, as an issuer, has made disclosures that raise significant concerns 
about the accuracy of the information it provided to investors and about 
omissions of key information. 

(1) Rule lOb-5 

Materiality. Disclosures are of concern under Federal securities 
laws when they involve “material” information. The Supreme Court has 
ruled that information is “material” when there is “a substantial 
likelihood that the disclosure of the omitted fact would have been 
viewed by the reasonable investor as having significantly altered the 
‘total mix’ of information made available.” Another court 
characterized the standard as follows: “Material facts include those that 
‘affect the probable future of the company and [that] may affect the 
desire of investors to buy, sell, or hold the company’s securities.’”'''** 
Courts have found that information about earnings estimates is generally 
material,''**'' including any misrepresentation of a company’s 
earnings.’'*** Changes in share price are also relevant to a materiality 
inquiry.''**® “[WJith respect to contingent or speculative information or 
events, ... materiality ‘will depend at any given time upon a balancing of 
both the indicated probability that the event will occur and the 
anticipated magnitude of the event in light of the totality of the company 


2012 first quarter by $459 million (after-tax). The restatement relates to valuations of certain 
positions in the synthetic credit portfolio of the Firm’s Chief Investment Office.”). 

SEC Rule lOb-5 makes it unlawful to “make any untme statement of a material fact or to 
omit to state a material fact necessary in order to make the statements made, in the light of the 
circumstances under which they were made, not misleading.” 17 C.F.R. Section 240.10b-5(b) 
(2011), adopted by the SEC pursuant to Section 10(b) of the 
Securities Exchange Act of 1934 (“Exchange Act”), 15 U.S.C § 78(j)(b) (2006). 

15 U.S.C. §77q(a) (1976). 

Basic. Inc, v. Levinson . 485 U.S. 224, 231-32 (1988) (quoting TSC Indus.. Inc, v. Northwav. 
Inc, 426 U.S. 438, 449 (1976)). 

Castellano v. Young & Rubicam. Inc. . 257 F.3d 171, 180 (2d Cir. 2001) (quoting SEC v. 
Texas Gulf Sulphur Co., 401 F.2d 833, 849 (2d Cir. 1968)). 

In re J. Douulas Elliott . Securities Exchange Act Rei. No. 34-40043 (May 29, 1998). 

SEC V. Texas Gulf Sulphur Co.. 401 F.2d 833, 849 (2d Cir. 1968), cert, denied, 394 U.S. 976 
(1969). 

See Crowell v. Ionics. Inc. . 343 F. Supp. 2d 1 (D. Mass. 2004). 

Basic. Inc, v. Levinson . 485 U.S. 224, 231-32, 240 (1988) (citing SEC v. Texas Gulf Sulphur 
Co., 401 F. 2d 833, 849 (2d Cir. 1968).). 
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In connection with buying or selling securities. Disclosures 
raising concerns under Federal securities laws must also be made in 
connection with the buying or selling of securities. Courts have held 
that a statement is made “in connection with” the purchase or sale of 
securities when it “is reasonably calculated to influence the average 
investor[.]”’‘'®® In actions brought by the SEC, this approach “remains 
as broad and flexible as is necessary to accomplish the statute’s purpose 
of protecting investors.”’'*** For example, statements in press releases, 
annual reports, quarterly and annual public SEC filings, and news 
articles can satisfy the “in connection with” element, because investors 
rely on such documents. False and misleading statements in analyst 
calls associated with quarter-end earnings releases are also considered 
“in connection with” the purchase or sale of securities.’'**' A 
longstanding SEC Release has warned that the prohibitions against false 
or misleading statements in Rule 1 Ob-5, as well as Section 1 7 of the 
Securities Act of 1933, “apply to all company statements that can 
reasonably be expected to reach investors and the trading markets, 
whoever the intended primary audience.”’'**^ 

Scienter. In addition to the required components of materiality 
and a connection to the purchase and sale of securities, disclosures are of 
concern under Rule lOb-5 only when the issuer has the requisite 
scienter.’'**'^ The Supreme Court has ruled that the scienter requirement 
can be met “by showing that the defendant acted intentionally or 
recklessly. ”'“*'* One common definition of “reckless conduct” is “highly 
unreasonable [conduct], involving not merely simple, or even 
inexcusable negligence, but an extreme departure from the standards of 
ordinary care, and which presents a danger of misleading buyers or 


SEC V. Rana Research. Inc.. 8 F.3d 1358, 1362 (9th Cir. 1993) (quoting SECvJMs, 784 
F.Supp. 1059, I106(S.D.N.Y. 1992)). 

Id. 

Sec, e.g.. In re Ames Dep't Stores Stock Litig.. 991 F.2d 953, 959 (2d Cir.1993) (annual 
reports, public statements, SEC filings). 

**' See SEC v. Koenig. No. CIV.A. 04-3370, at *2 (S.D. Tex. 2004) (final judgment); see also 
8/25/2004 SEC Litigation Rel. No. 18849, “SEC Charges Mark E. Koenig, Former Executive 
Vice-President and Director of Investor Relations at Enron,” 

http://www.sec.gov/Iitigation/litreleases/lrl8849.htm (alleging false and misleading statements 
on an analyst call associated with a quarter-end earnings release). 

!492 Statements by Corporate Representatives,” Securities and Exchange Commission 

Rel. No. 6504 (Jan. 13, 1984) (“The antifraud provisions of the federal securities laws [citing 
Section 17 of the Securities Act of 1933 and Section 10(b) of the Exchange Act, and the rules 
thereunder, particularly Rule lOb-5] apply to all company statements that can reasonably be 
expected to reach investors and the trading markets, whoever the intended primary audience. 
Thus, as with any communications to investors, such statements should be not materially 
misleading, as the result of either misstatement or omission. To the extent that the standard for 
accuracy and completeness embodies in the antifraud provisions is not met, the company and any 
person responsible for the statements may be liable under the federal securities law.”). 

Aaron v. SEC. 446 U.S. 680, 695 (1980). 

Teilabs. Inc, v. Makor Issues & Rights. Ltd. 551 U.S. 308, 319 n.3 (2007) (“Every Court of 
Appeals that has considered the issues has held that a plaintiff may meet the scienter requirement 
by showing that the defendant acted intentionally or recklessly, though tbe Circuits differ on the 
degree of recklessness required.”) 
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sellers that is either known to the defendant or is so obvious that the 
actor must have been aware of it.”*''^^ Recklessness can be the result of 
management making statements made on the basis of deficient corporate 
management systems. In such instances, companies “either must refrain 
from making any such statements about future performance or must 
disclose the basis on which any such statements are made and any other 
material information necessary to make such statements not 
misleading.”’'*^*’ 

Even if a corporation “discloses[s] the true situation” “within 
months,” it does not prevent a finding of scienter. In Makor Issues & 
Rishts. Ltd, v. Tellabs Inc. ITellabs 111, the court stated that the CEO 
“may have thought that there was a chance that the situation . . . would 
right itself If so, the benefits of concealment might exceed the costs[,]” 
analogizing his conduct to “embezzling in the hope that winning at the 
track will enable the embezzled funds to be replaced before they are 
discovered to be missing.”’'*’^ 

(2) Section 17(a) of the Securities Act of 1933 

In addition to Rule 1 Ob-5, Section 17(a) of the Securities Act of 
1933 forbids issuers from making misleading statements in connection 
with the offer or sale of securities. The courts have determined that Rule 
lOb-5 and Section 17(a) “prohibit essentially the same type of 


Sunstrand Corp. v. Sun Chem Com . 553 F.2d 1033, 1045 (7th Cir. 1977). This standard is 
frequently cited by the courts, which have also either heightened or lowered it. See Donna M. 
Nagy et at. Securities Litigation and Enforcement, Cases and Materials, 3d Ed., at 1 16. See also 
Rolf V. Blvth. Eastman Dillon & Co.. 570 F.2d 38, 47 (2d Cir.), cert, denied, 439 U.S. 1039 
(1978) (defining reckless conduct in nearly identical language: “Reckless conduct is, at the least, 
which is ‘highly unreasonable’ and which represents ‘an extreme departure from the standards of 
ordinary care ... to the extent that the danger was either known to the defendant or so obvious 
that the defendant must have been aware of it.’”). The court in Rolf continued: “A representation 
certified as true .... when knowledge there is none, a reckless mis.statement, or an opinion based 
on grounds so flimsy as to lead to the conclusion that there was no genuine belief in its truth, are 
all sufficient upon which to base liability.” Id., at 48 (citing State Street Co. v. Ernst . 15 N.E. 2d 
416, 418-19 (1938)). 

In the Matter of Waste Management. Inc .. Securities Exchange Act Rel. No. 42968 (June 21, 
2000), at ’*28-29 (“The fact that the deficiencies in WMl's systems prevented management from 
receiving timely and reliable data about the company's performance does not excuse the 
company for making statements without a reasonable basis or without disclosing material facts 
necessary to make the statements not misleading.”). 

Makor Issues & Rights. Ltd, v. Tellabs Inc. fTellabs ID . 513 F. 3d 702, 709-710 (7th Cir. 
2008) (“The critical question ... is how likely it is that the allegedly false statements . . . were the 
result of merely careless mistakes at the management level based on false information fed it from 
below, rather than an intent to deceive or a reckless indifference to whether the statements were 
misleading. . . . Against all this the defendants argue that they could have had no motive to paint 
the prospects for the 5500 and 6500 systems in rosy hues because within months they 
acknowledged their mistakes and disclosed the true situation of the two products, and because 
there is no indication that [the CEO] or anyone else who may have been in on the fraud profited 
from it financially. The argument confuses expected with realized benefits. [The CEO] may 
have thought there was a chance the situation regarding the two key products would right itself 
If so, the benefits of concealment might exceed the costs.”). 
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conduct.” Specifically, Section 17(a) makes it unlawful “in the offer 
or sale of any securities ... (1) to employ any device, scheme, or artifice 
to defraud; (2) to obtain money or property by means of any untrue 
statement of a material fact or any omission to state a material fact 
necessary to make the statement made not misleading; or (3) to engage 
in any transaction, practice, or course of business which ^operates or 
would operate as a fraud or deceit upon the purchaser.”''*^ It applies to 
“any fraudulent scheme in an offer or sale of securities, whether in the 
course of an initial distribution or in the course of ordinary market 
trading.”'^®® Unlike Rule lOb-5, however. Sections 17(a)(2) and 
17(a)(3) do not require a finding of scienter.'^®' 

C. Disclosures and Key Omissions Raising Concerns 

JPMorgan Chase’s statements to investors, analysts, and the public 
in its press statements, earnings calls, and securities filings raise multiple 
questions about whether the bank met its obligations to disclose accurate 
material information about the Synthetic Credit Portfolio and the 
activities of its Chief Investment Office in 20 1 2. Issues of concern 
involve primarily the April 2012 public disclosures which included: (1) 
mischaracterizing the involvement of the bank’s risk managers in SCP 
positions; (2) mischaracterizing the SCP as “fully transparent to the 
regulators;” (3) mischaracterizing SCP decisions as “made on a very 
long-term basis;” (4) mischaracterizing the SCP as a hedge; (5) asserting 
the SCP whale trades would be allowed under the Volcker Rule; and (6) 
omitting disclosure of a key VaR model change at the CIO. The 
mischaracterizatlon of the SCP as a hedge was repeated again publicly in 
May 2012. 


In the Matter of Leaddog Capital Markets. LLC. F/K/A Lcaddog Capital Partners. Inc .. 
Securities Exchange Act Rel. No. 468 (Sept. 14, 2012), at *28 (citing United States v. Naftalin . 
441 U.S. 768, 778 (1979); SEC v. Pimco Advisors Fund Mgmt. LLC. 341 F. Supp. 2d 454, 469 
(S.D.N.Y. 2004)). 

15U.S.C. §77q(a)(1976). 

U.S. V. Naftalin. 441 U.S, 768, 778 (1979); see also S.E.C. v. Am, Commodity Exch.. Inc .. 
546 F.2d 1361, 1366 (lO'** Cir. 1976) (“Because 17(a) applies to “offer[s] or sale[s] ... actual 
sales [are] not essentia! for a Section i7(a) claim.”); see also Donna M. Nagy et a!.. Securities 
Litigation and Enforcement, Cases and Materials, 3d Ed., at 338 (“Section 17(a) provides the 
SEC with a powerful litigation weapon. Not only can liability be imposed on someone who was 
merely careless (under Sections 17(a)(2) and (a)(3)), whether in the context of an initial offering 
or in secondary market trading.”). 

Aaron v. SEC . 446 U.S. 680, at 697, 701-02 (1980); S.E.C. v. Pimco Advisors Fund 
Management LLC. 341 F.Supp.2d 454, 469 (S.D.N.Y, 2004) (internal citations omitted) (“To 
establish a violation of Section 17(a), the SEC must demonstrate essentially the same elements 
required by a claim under Exchange Act Section 10(b) and Rule lOb-5 thereunder, although no 
showing of scienter is required for the SEC to obtain an injunction under subsections (a)(2) or 
(a)(3) of Section 17(a).”). 
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(1) Mischaracterizing the Involvement of Firmwide 
Risk Managers 

On April 13, 2012, Mr. Braunstein, the bank’s Chief Financial 
Officer, speaking on behalf of JPMorgan Chase on an earnings call, 
stated that “[a]ll of those positions are put on pursuant to the risk 
management at the firm-wide level.”’^*’^ The evidence indicates, 
however, that in 2012, JPMorgan Chase’s firmwide risk managers knew 
little about the SCP and had no role in putting on its positions. In 
addition, at the moment Mr. Braunstein made his statement on April 13, 
the SCP had triggered all five of its risk limits, but that key fact was not 
mentioned. His statement may have misled investors concerned about 
the recently reported credit derivative positions into believing that the 
firm’s respected risk management team had approved those positions. 

JPMorgan Chase’s Chief Risk Officer John Hogan told the 
Subcommittee that, prior to the April 2012 media reports, he had been 
unaware of the size and nature of the SCP, much less its mounting 
losses. He had been appointed to the position in January 2012, and 
told the Subcommittee that he had been given only an initial 
introduction to the CIO.'^®"* On March 20, 2012, the Risk Policy 
Committee of JPMorgan Chase’s Board of Directors held a meeting to 
discuss risk issues, which Mr. Hogan and his deputy, Ashley Bacon, 
attended, but neither the Synthetic Credit Portfolio trading strategy nor 
its mounting losses were discussed. Mr. Hogan told the 
Subcommittee that the articles about the “London Whale,” which first 
appeared on April 6, 2012, surprised him.'^®^ Mr. Hogan said that the 
SCP was not on his radar in an “alarming way” prior to that date.’^'*^ 
Virtually no evidence indicates that he, his predecessor, or any other 
firmwide risk manager played a role in designing, analyzing, or 
approving the SCP positions acquired in 2012. 

Moreover, to the extent that Mr. Braunstein may have been relying 
on CIO risk management, which reports to the firmwide risk 
management office, he was careless in doing so, given the deficiencies 
he knew existed in the CIO’s risk management office. Structurally, the 
CIO did not have a clear Chief Risk Officer until Irvin Goldman was 
appointed in January 2012.'^“® Mr. Goldman had no risk management 
experience and was still learning the job during the first quarter of 2012. 


1502 4/] 3/2012 “Edited Transcript JPM - Q1 JPMorgan Chase & Co. Earnings Conference Call,” 
at 7, JPM-CIO'PSI 000 i 151 (stated by Douglas Braunstein). 

Subcommittee interview of John Hogan and Ashley Bacon, JPMorgan Chase (9/4/2012). 

1504 

3/20/2012 presentation for JPMorgan Chase Directors Risk Policy Committee meeting, JPM- 
CIO-PSI 0013890. 

Subcommittee interview of John Hogan and Ashley Bacon, JPMorgan Chase (9/4/2012). 

1507 id_ 

See Chapter V, “CIO Risk Management Pereoimel” section on the lack of clarity about the 
role of the CIO Chief Risk Officer prior to 2012. 
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In addition, although JPMorgan Chase’s written policy was to reevaluate 
the risk limits on an annual basis in all its lines of business,’^”® CIO risk 
management had failed to review the CIO’s risk limits for three 

1510 

years. 

At the same time, as described in Chapter V, the CIO had allowed 
the SCP to repeatedly breach the risk limits and metrics it had in place. 
Rather than react to those breaches by reducing the risky trading 
activities and assets in the SCP, the CIO traders instead reacted to the 
breaches - of Value-at-Risk, Comprehensive Risk Measure, CSOl, 
CSW10%, and stop loss limits - by disregarding the limit or metric, 
raising the relevant limit to end the breach, or changing the model 
evaluating the risk to lower the SCP’s risk profile.'"” In one case, the 
CIO’s risk officers allowed the CIO to breach a credit spread risk limit 
by more than 1,000% for over two months.'^'^ 

In addition to problems with its risk limits and metrics, the CIO 
had an overdue Matter Requiring Attention from the OCC from 2010, 
regarding its need to document its portfolio decisionmaking process, 
and had recently been told in an Internal Audit report that its asset 
valuation practices “need[ed] improvement.”'^'"' Two days before the 
April 13 earnings call. Chief Risk Officer John Hogan emailed Mr. 
Braunstein and others about the discrepancy between CIO’s risk 
management procedures and the more robust Investment Bank (IB) 
system: “This is the governance used in the IB to control what is 
currently going on in CIO. We (obviously) need to implement this in 
CIO as soon as possible. 


6/29/2010 JPMorgan Chase & Co., “Risk Policy: Model Risk Policy” JPMC-Senate/Levin 
000026, at 33 (“Annual Review. Each LOB must ensure all of its models are re-assed annually 
in light of: new developments in the literature or internal or commercially available models; 
changes in the market for the product (e.g. availability of liquid quotes for model input or major 
growth in volume); change in the features of the product or portfolio; back-testing of the model 
and experience with effectiveness of its application; the materiality of model risk.”). 

Prior to Mr. Braunstein’s statement, risk limits were last reviewed in 2009. See 2013 
JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, at 101, footnote 112, (“Under the Market Risk Limits 
Policy applicable to CIO before May 201 i, the review of limits and limit utilizations was 
required only annually, as opposed to semi-annually. Notwithstanding this requirement, prior to 
May 201 1, the last review of all CIO limits was conducted by CIO in 2009.”). 

See Chapter V, “Disregarding CIO Risk Metrics.” 

See 4/19/2012 email from Peter Weiland, CIO, to Jtunes Hohl, OCC, “Info on VaR, CSBPV, 
and stress status and limits,” OCC-SPl-00022340 (discussing CSBPV breach of 1074% over 71 
days). 

See 12/8/2010 Supervisory Letter JPM-2010-80, OCC-SPI-0001 1201 [Sealed Exhibit], The 
letter was copied to Jamie Dimon, Douglas Braunstein, Barry Zubrow, Stephen Cutler, and 
others. For more information about this letter, see Chapter VI. 

See 3/30/2012 email from William McManus, JPMorgan Chase, to Douglas Braunstein, 
JPMorgan Chase, and others, “Audit Report: EMEA CIO Credit- Market Risk and Valuation 
Practices (Rating Needs Improvement),” JPM-CIO-PSI 0009289. Mr. Braunstein told the 
Subcommittee that he did not recall reading the report at that time. Subcommittee interview of 
Douglas Braunstein, JPMorgan Chase (9/12/2012). He also noted that the CIO wasn’t given the 
lowest rating that it could have been given on the Internal Audit’s rating spectrum. Id. 
i5i5 j/ 2012 email from John Hogan, JPMorgan Chase, to Jes Staley, IB, Douglas Braunstein, 
JPMorgan Chase, and others, “Credit risk limits,” JPM CTO PSI 0001 086. 
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In the April 1 3 8-K filing and earnings call, Mr. Braunstein made 
no mention of the CIO or SCP risk deficiencies or the many risk limit 
breaches triggered by the SCP during the first quarter of 2012, even 
though investors likely would have wanted to know that the whale trades 
had breached all of the relevant risk limits during the first quarter, and 
some of those breaches were ongoing. That information would have 
certainly weighed against the false impression that Mr. Braunstein 
imparted; that the whale trades were known to and had been approved 
by the bank’s risk managers. 

A month later, in the May 10 10-Q business update call, Mr. 

Dlmon admitted serious risk management failings in connection with the 
SCP >516 those risk management deficiencies were of interest to 
investors and analysts was shown, not only by the questions asked 
during the May 10 call, but also in later communications with the bank. 
JPMorgan Chase emails show that, after the May 10 call, analysts 
specifically asked about the bank’s risk management efforts. For 
example, hours after the May 10 call, one analyst asked the bank’s head 
of investor relations, “who was watching the CIO? Doesn’t internal 
audit monitor this?” Another analyst commented; “Pretty big 
confidence blow for best risk manager; very puzzling. 

Ultimately, the bankwide risk management function did take over 
the management of the Synthetic Credit Portfolio, but that did not occur 
not until April 27, two weeks after Mr. Braunstein’s statement. On 
April 27, Chief Risk Officer John Hogan sent his deputy, Ashley Bacon, 
with Mr. O’Rahilly from the Investment Bank, to the CIO London 
trading office to analyze the portfolio’s transactions.'^^'* 

The bank and CEO Jamie Dimon have long touted its best-in- 
business approach to risk management which it claims contributes to its 
“fortress balance sheet.”'^^' By telling investors that its credit 


See 5/10/2012 “Business Update Cali,” JPMorgan Chase transcript, at 4, 
http://i.mktw.nct/_newsimages/pdf/ jpm-conference-call.pdf. 

See, e.g., 5/10/2012 email from Sarah Youngwood, JPMorgan Chase, to Jamie Dimon, 
JPMorgan Chase, and others, “lOQ call -Buyside and sellside comments (1),” JPM-CIO-PSI 
0014783; 5/11/2012 email from Sarah Youngwood, JPMorgan Chase, to Jamie Dimon, 
JPMorgan Chase, and others, “lOQ call - Buyside and sellside comments (3),” JPM-CIO-PSI 
0017712 (“all, here are a few comments/themes regarding today’s calls ... questions around 
broader risk management issues 5/10/2012 email from Sarah Youngwood, JPMorgan 
Chase, to Jamie Dimon, JPMorgan Chase, and oOiers, “lOQ call - Buyside and sellside 
comments (2),” JPM-ClO-PSl 0017754 (“Is this something that we should be concerned about in 
terms of the culture or risk management across the firm?”). 

''"‘^Id. 

Id. 

Subcommittee briefing by JPMorgan Chase (8/15/2012) (Harry Weiss); Subcommittee 
interview of John Hogan and Ashley Bacon, JPMorgan Chase (9/4/2012) (describing how Mr. 
Bacon’s role with respect to the whale trades became “all consuming” on April 27). 

See, e.g., “America’s Traditional Strengths Will Win Out,” Fortune . Jamie Dimon (4/9/2009, 
last updated 4/22/2009) 

http://money.cnn.eom/2009/04/19/news/companies/dimon.fortune/index.htm (“Ultimately, 
however, it is up to us to manage our own companies wisely. That is why we have what I call a 
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derivatives trades had been run by the bank’s respected firm risk 
management team, Mr. Braunstein likely sought to instill investor 
confidence in the trades as ones where firm-level risk experts had 
evaluated the positions on the basis of potential risk and signed off on 
them. The problem with this representation, however, is that it was not 
true. 


(2) Mischaracterizing SCP as “Fully Transparent 
to the Regulators” 

On the April 13, 2012 earnings call, Mr. Braunstein also said the 
following with respect to the CIO’s Synthetic Credit Portfolio: 

“And 1 would add that all those positions ai’e fully transparent 
to the regulators. They review them, have access to them at 
any point in time, get the information on those positions on a 
regular and recurring basis as part of our normalized 
reporting.”'^^^ 

This statement by Mr. Braunstein had no basis in fact. The bank 
never provided the OCC with “a regular and recurring” report on the 
Synthetic Credit Portfolio trading positions. In fact, it was not until a 
month later, on May 17, 2012, that in response to an OCC special 
request, the bank provided the agency for the first time with specific 
SCP position level data.'^^^ 


fortress balance sheet. What that means is a significant amount of capital; high quality of 
capital; strong liquidity; honest, transparent reporting; and excellent risk measurement and 
management. . . . We have to balance risk taking with doing what's right for our customers and 
shareholders. I always say my grandma could have made those crazy profits by taking more risk. 
But are you building a better business?”); testimony of Jamie Dimon, Chairman & CEO, 
JPMorgan Chase & Co., First Public Hearing before the Financial Crisis Inquiry Commission, at 
1-2 (January 13, 2010) http://fcic-static.law.stanford.edu/cdn_mediayfcic-testimony/2010-01 13- 
Dimon.pdf (“As a result of our steadfast focus on risk management and prudent lending, and our 
disciplined approach to capital and liquidity management, we were able to avoid the worst 
outcomes experienced by others in the industry. . . . We have always . . . been acutely focused on 
maintaining a fortress balance sheet.”); JPMorgan Chase, “Our Business Principles,” at 5, 
http://www.jpmorganchase.com/corporate/About-JPMC/document/business_principles.pdf 
(“Create and maintain a fortress balance sheet”). 

4/13/2012 “Edited Transcript JPM - Q1 JPMorgan Chase & Co. Earnings Conference Call,” 
at 7, JPM-CIO-PSI 0001 151 (stated by Douglas Braunstein). In his statement, Mr. Braunstein 
used the word, “fully,” to describe the bank’s SCP disclosures to regulators, even though that 
word had been deliberately removed from the bank’s initial talking points about the whale trades, 
as discussed above. 

See 5/17/2012 email from Elwyn Wong, OCC, to Scott Waterhouse, OCC, and others, 
“History of Trades,” OCC-00004035; Subcommittee interview of Elwyn Wong, OCC 
(8/20/2012); Subcommittee interview of Michael Sullivan, OCC (8/30/2012); 5/18/2012 email 
from Michael Kirk, OCC, to Elwyn Wong, OCC, “CIO Call With Mike Brosnan,” OCC-SPI- 
00021628 at 630 (quoting 5/17/2012 email chain from Fred Crumlish: “I told Mike B [Brosnan] 
that the Joe Sabatini emails with selected position information were sent by the bank after initial 
OCC and FRB enquiries. We concluded this information was pretty much useless, as it did not 
tell us what was happening risk wise.”) (referencing the “Joe Sabatini emails:” 4/10/2012 email 
from Joseph Sabatini, JPMorgan Chase, to Fred Crumlish, OCC, and others, “Background and 
Supporting Data for CIO Discussion of April 9, 2012,” OCC-SPI-00004312). 




475 


320 

Contrary to Mr. Braunstein’s representation, the bank was not 
“fully transparenf ’ with its regulators regarding the SCP. As detailed in 
Chapter VI, although the SCP was established in 2006, the bank did not 
include the name of the Synthetic Credit Portfolio in any document 
given to the OCC until January 2012.'^^'^ At the end of January 2012, 
CIO executives told OCC examiners that the Synthetic Credit Portfolio 
was being reduced in size,'^^^ leading the OCC to believe that the bank 
was planning to phase it out entirely within a year or two, when in truth 
the bank was already engaged in a strategy to increase the portfolio’s 
size. At the same time the SCP was growing, the bank had ceased 
sending several regular CIO reports to the OCC during the first quarter 
of 2012.'^^^ As SCP losses mounted in March and April, the bank did 
not update the OCC about what was happening. Instead, the bank gave 
notice to the agency of the SCP’s problems in early May, only daj^s 
before it disclosed such losses publicly as part of its 10-Q filing, ^ 

By telling investors that the Synthetic Credit Portfolio positions 
were “fully transparent” to regulators, the bank likely sought to reassure 
investors about the risky whale trades that the media had characterized 
as large enough to “driv[e] prices in the $10 trillion market.”'^^* It 
would be reasonable for investors to want to know if such large 
positions were known to the bank’s regulators. Investors might have 
reasoned that such trades, if known to regulators, could not have been 
overly risky; but if hidden, investors might have worried they were high 
risk transactions that regulators might otherwise have challenged. 


10/26/2012 OCC Confidential Supervisory Report, PSI-OCC- 1 3-000025 [Sealed Exhibit] 
(“The firmwide VaR report for this date [January 27, 2012] is the first one that identifies SCP as 
a distinct risk taking unit in CIO and it accounts for over 90% of the CIO V aR.”). 

See discussion in Chapter VI, citing, e.g., 1/31/2012 email from Jaymin Berg, OCC, to Fred 
Crumlish, OCC, “CIO Quarterly Meeting,” OCC-SPI-00004695. 

See discussion in Chapter VI, citing to 4/19/2012 email from James Hohl, OCC, to Geralynn 
Batista, OCC, “CIO portfolio,” OCC-SPI-00021700 (regarding missing Executive Management 
Reports); 4/13/2012 email from John Bellando, JPMorgan Chase, to James Hohl, OCC, “CIO 
January 2012 valuation memo and metri[c]s,” OCC-00004735 (regarding missing CIO Valuation 
Control Group reports); Subcommittee interview of James Hohl, OCC (9/5/2012) (regarding 
missing CIO Executive Management Reports and missing CIO Valuation Control Group 
reports). 

See discussion in Chapter VI, citing, e.g., 5/4/2012 email from Scott Waterhouse, OCC, to 
Fred Crumlish, OCC, CIO Synthetic Position, OCC-SPI-00013763 (“Doug Braunstein and John 

Hogan called to provide an update on the CIO position Current losses are approximately 

$1.6 billion.”). 

1528 “jpmorgan Trader’s Positions Sdd to Distort Credit Indexes,” Bloomberg . Stephanie Ruble, 
Bradley Keoun & Mary Childs (4/6/2012), http://www.bloomberg.com/news/20I2--04' 
05/jpmorgan-trader-iksil-s-heft-is-said-to-distort-credit-indexes.html (“A JPMorgan Chase & Co. 
(JPM) trader of derivatives linked to the financial health of corporations has amassed positions 
so large that he’s driving price moves in the $10 trillion market, traders outside the firm said.”). 
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(3) Mischaracterizing SCP Decisions as “Made on a 
Very Long-Term Basis” 

On the April 13, 2012 earnings call, Mr. Braunstein indicated that 
the SCP book provided stress loss protection against credit risk and that 
with regard to “managing” the stress loss positions, “[a]ll of those 
decisions are made on a very long-term basis.”'^^^ His statement 
suggested that the SCP had no short-term trading strategies or tactics to 
guide the portfolio. In fact, however, many of the SCP trading strategies 
and tactics employed a short time horizon, changing on a monthly or 
even day-to-day basis. Mr. Braunstein’s statement was inconsistent with 
both the overall short-term posture of the portfolio, as well as the 
portfolio’s decisionmaking since at least 2011. It was contrary to the 
facts. 

In general, the Synthetic Credit Portfolio did not have a “long- 
term” investment horizon. To the contrary, since at least 2010, CIO 
head Ina Drew’s presentations to her colleagues at the bank, including 
Mr. Braunstein, showed that the Synthetic Credit Portfolio, which was 
part of the larger Tactical Asset Allocation portfolio, had the shortest 
investment horizon of all of the portfolios in the CIO.'”° One of those 
presentations by Ms. Drew, reprinted below, took place in March 2012, 
just a month before the earnings call.'^^' 


4/13/2012 “Edited Transcript JPM - Ql JPMorgan Chase & Co, Earnings Conference Call,” 
at?, JPM-CIO-PSI 0001151. 

See, e.g., 3/2012 “Directors Risk Policy Committee- CIO 2012 Opportunities and 
Challenges,” presentation prepared by Ina Drew and Irvin Goldman, CTO, JPM-CIO-PSI 
0015015; 2/28/2012 email from John Wilmot, CIO, to Jamie Dimon, Douglas Braunstein, 
JPMorgan Chase, and others, “CIO Business Review Materials,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0001940, at 949; 
9/20 1 0 “Chief Investment Office Presentation to the Directors Risk Policy Committee,” 
presentation prepared by Ina Drew, CIO, OCC-SPI-000032575, at 576 (showing an earlier 
version of the same page regarding short-to-Iong term investment horizon, with “Tactical 
Investing,” which included the Synthetic Credit Portfolio, as the portfolio in CIO with the 
shortest investment horizon). 

See 3/2012 “Directors Risk Policy Committee -CIO 20 1 2 Opportunities and Challenges,” 
presentation prepared by Ina Drew and Irvin Goldman, at CIO, JPM-CIO-PSI 0015016. 



477 


322 



Source: 3/2012 "Directors Risk PoUcy Gomnrittee-^/CIO 2012 Opportum and ChaiiengeSi'* 
presentation prepai-ed by Ina Drew and Irvin Goldman, GIO, JPM-CiO-PSI 0015016. 

SecondK', Mr. Braunstein’s “long-term” characterization is hehed 
by the sheer volume of short-term trading in the SCP. For example, on 
.Lttiiiary 27. 2012, the CIO traders engaged in 139 trades invoh'ing thi. 

St P -.c- \ On that date, the traders repeatedly bough! and -.'id 
positions in the IG9 10-year credit index at a range of prices; the number 
of those tiansactions alone exceeded 26.’^^^ Buying and selling iht same 
credit positions on the same day at a variety of prices is not consistent 
vs itli making investment decisions on a long-term basis. Allogethei m 


5 ndated '■pieadshect of trad^ from 10/3/2011 to 5/14/2012 produced b> iTMoigan Ciu'so m 
iebpo.i''e to a SubcoiPiTuUee r^uest. 3PM-CIO-PS1 0037501. 

'“''Id 
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the first quarter of 20 1 2, traders executed over 4,300 trades. In 
addition, in 201 1, the CIO traders engaged in a massive trading strategy 
that was designed to last only a few months near the end of the year; as 
part of that strategy, the CIO traders increased the exposure of the 
Synthetic Credit Portfolio by 10,000% to the HY credit index over the 
span of a single month, from October to November 201 1 Overall, in 
the first three months of 2012, the CIO tripled the size of the SCP book, 
taking it from $5 1 billion to $1 57 billion, in a buying spree that was not 
motivated by decisionmaking on a “very long-term basis.” When asked 
about these types of trades, JPMorgan Chase conceded to the 
Subcommittee that the SCP book was “actively” traded.'^^^ 

Moreover, as discussed earlier, in the first quarter of 2012, the SCP 
book was being managed to meet a number of short-term trading 
objectives. One was to produce short-term “carry” to offset some of the 
losses associated with its high yield credit protection, the value of which 
was deteriorating because of the market rally. Another was to enter 
into trades that would substantially lower the SCP’s Risk Weighted 
Assets.’”* In January 2012, CIO trader Bruno Iksil noted in an internal 
presentation that the “trades that made sense” included “tum[ing] the 
position[s] over to monetize volatility.”'”’ Turning over a position to 
“monetize” volatility meant that the trading strategy was to flip the 
position, that is, buy low, and sell high.’^'” Each of these trading 
strategies is inconsistent with long-term decisionmaking. 

Whether or not Mr. Braunstein was aware of that level of detail in 
the CIO trading operations, on the day before the April 1 3 earnings call, 
Ina Drew briefed him that the SCP book had increased in size since 
January and had changed from a net short to a net long posture,'^'*' 
signaling short-term changes in the portfolio’s size and strategy. In 
addition, Achilles Macris, who oversaw the SCP trading, emailed Mr. 


Undated spreadsheet of trades from 10/3/201 1 to 5/14/2012 produced by JPMorgan Chase in 
response to a Subcommittee request, JPM-CIO-PSI 0037501. 

Sec data analysis by OCC, using DTCC data for the bank. “JPMC-CIO timeline of 
Significant Events and OCC Discovery,” OCC-SPl-00038895, at 6. See also 10/26/2012 OCC 
Confidential Supervisory Report, Appendix 1 1-B, “Caveman Trade,” PSI-OCC-13-000121. For 
more information on this 201 1 trading strategy, see Chapter III. 

Subcommittee briefing by JPMorgan Chase (8/15/2012) (Jeanette Boot); Subcommittee 
interview of Peter Wetland, CIO (8/29/2012). 

See Chapter III, “SCP Trading” on the strategy implemented by CIO traders. 

See 1/19/2012 email from Achilles Macris, CIO, to Ina Drew, CIO, and others, “Credit book 
Decision Table - Scenario clarification,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0000152. Ms. Drew told the CIO traders 
to reduce RWA while still maintaining profit levels, that is, “review the unwind plan to 
maximize p I [profit-loss].” See 1/10/2012 email from Ina Drew, CIO, to Javier Martin- Artajo, 
CIO, and others, “International Credit Consolidated P&L 09-Jan“2012,” JPM-CIO-PSl 0000075. 

1/26/2012 email from Bruno Iksil, CIO, to Andrew Perryman, CIO, “credit book last 
version,” conveying “Core Credit Book Highlights,” (January 2012), prepared by Mr. Iksil, at 
JPM-CIO-PSI 0000161. 

See Subcommittee interview of Michael Sullivan, OCC (8/30/2012). 

See 4/12/2012 email from Ina Drew, CIO, to Jamie Dimon, Douglas Braunstein, JPMorgan 
Chase, and others, “Synthetic Credit Materials,” at JPM-CIO-PSI 000 1 1 03 (see table comparing 
“main exposures” of the book in January and Current). 
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Braunstein on April 8, 2012 that: “the most rewarding, short-term 
catalyst for CIO would be an MBIA related default event[.]”'’''^ His 
email did not discuss any “very long-term” decisionmaking measures 
regarding the SCP. 

Telling investors that “all of the decisions” in the SCP were made 
on a “very long-term basis” appears to have been an attempt to signal 
that the portfolio was handled in a conservative manner without the risks 
associated with short-term trading activities. It was also a description at 
odds with the facts, given that the SCP had tripled in size in just three 
months and had acquired billions of dollars in new credit derivative 
holdings in March alone which shifted the portfolio from a net short to a 
net long posture. Investors were not told that from 2011 to 2012, there 
were major strategic changes in the portfolio’s goals, tactical changes 
about how to accomplish those goals, and daily position transactions, 
sometimes of substantial volume, followed by escalating losses. They 
also weren’t told that, on March 23, 2012, Ms. Drew ordered SCP 
trading halted altogether so that the bank could analyze and gain control 
of the portfolio. By April 13, 2012, it was a portfolio in disarray, not 
one whose every decision had been made on a “very long term basis.” 

(4) Mischaracterizing SCP Whale Trades As Hedges 

In early April 2012, as the bank was responding to media inquiries 
about the whale trades, it made multiple statements that the purpose of 
the CIO’s Synthetic Credit Portfolio was to hedge the bank’s risks. For 
example, one article reported the following: 

“Joe Evangelisti, a spokesman for J.P. Morgan, declined to 
comment on specific trades, or Mr. Iksil, except to say that 
recent trades were made to hedge the firm’s overall risk. The 
group ‘aims to hedge the bank’s global stnictural risks and 
the unit’s investments are directly related to managing those 
risks,’ he said. The bank views its recent selling in the 
context of a range of related positions and feels its risk is 
now effectively balanced, added Mr. Evangelisti.”' 

Two days later, during the bank’s April 13 earnings call, Mr. 
Braunstein explained: 

“[W]e also need to manage the stress loss associated with 
that portfolio and - so we have put on positions to manage 
for a significant stress event in credit. We've had that position 
on for many years, and the activities that have been reported 
in the paper are basically part of managing that stress loss 
position, which we moderate and change over time, 


4/8/2012 email from Achilles Macris, CIO, to Ina Drew, CIO, and others, “Synthetic Credit 
Summary,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0001588 [underline in original], 

“Making Waves Against ‘Whale,’” Wall Street Journal , Katy Bume (4/1 1/2012). 
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depending upon our views as to what the risks are for our 
stress loss from credit. All of those decisions are made on a 
very long-term basis. They’re done to keep the company 
effectively balanced from a risk standpoint. We are very 
comfortable with our positions as they are held today.”' 

When Mr. Dimon was asked about the Synthetic Credit Portfolio 
on April 13, he said that it “offset” other bank exposures: 

“It’s a complete tempest in a teapot. Every bank has a major 
portfolio. In those portfolios, you make investments that you think 
are wise, that offset your exposures. Obviously, it’s a big 
portfolio. ... But at the end of the day, that’s our job, is to invest 
that portfolio wisely and intelligently to - over a long period of 
time to earn income and to offset other exposures we have.”'^*'^ 

A month later, during the May 10 business update call, Mr. Dimon 
three times described the Synthetic Credit Portfolio as a hedge: 

“[T]he synthetic credit portfolio was a strategy to hedge the 
Firm’s overall credit exposure, which is our largest risk 
overall.... We’re reducing that hedge. ... The portfolio has 
proven to be riskier, more volatile and less effective [an] 
economic hedge than we thought.”'^''* 

While their language varied, these communications all made the same 
point, which is that the SCP was a counterbalance to potential losses in 
other parts of the bank. Given the briefing materials executives had, 
however, it was inaccurate for the bank to describe the SCP as a hedge, 
because it did not reflect the true nature of the portfolio and its potential 
for losses at that time. 

No Clear Offsets. As described in Chapter III, the purpose of the 
SCP was undocumented, unclear, and changed over time.'^''^ The assets 
that the SCP was purportedly hedging were not identified or defined in 
writing, and calculating the size and nature of the hedge was treated as a 
“guesstimate.”'^"** Days before the April 13 earnings call, Mr. Dimon 
asked his colleagues, including Mr. Braunstein, for the correlation 
between the SCP and the portfolio the SCP was meant to hedge. Mr. 


4/13/2012 “Edited Transcript JPM - QI JPMorgan Chase & Co. Earnings Conference Call,” 


at 7, JPM-CIO-PSI 0001151. 

Id., at 10. 

‘ 5/1 0/20 1 2 “Business Update Call,” JPMorgan Chase transcript, at 2, 

http://i.mkt'w.nel/_newsimages/pdf/jpm-conference-caiI.pdf In addition, Mr. Dimon 
characterized the portfolio as a hedge five more times when responding to questions on the May 
1 0 call. 

See Chapter III, section entitled “Purpose of the Synthetic Credit Portfolio: Undocumented, 


Unclear, and Subject to Change.” 

Subcommittee interview of Ina Drew, CIO (9/7^012). 

See 4/1 1/2012 email from Ina Drew, CIO, to Jamie Dimon, JPMorgan Chase, and others, 
“updated,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0001077 (“[w]e are working on Jamie’s request for [cjorrelation of the 
credit book against the portfolio’'). 
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Dimon told the Subcommittee that he did not recall if he received a 
response. Ms. Drew, who had told her colleagues she was “working 
on Jamie’s request for correlation,”'^^' told the Subcommittee that so 
many events were unfolding at the time, that she did not recall if the 
correlation analysis was sent to him.'^^^ The Subcommittee found no 
evidence that it was. Mr. Hogan also requested a correlation analysis to 
respond to regulators’ questions about the SCP, and included Mr. 
Braunstein on his email,'^^^ but JPMorgan Chase never produced it.'^^'' 

Net Long Posture. Mr. Braunstein explained to the Subcommittee 
that JPMorgan Chase, by its very nature as a bank which loans money, 
was “long” credit, because when credit deteriorated, the bank lost 
money.'^^^ In contrast, a portfolio that held a “short” credit position 
generally gained money when credit deteriorated. On April 5, 2012, in 
anticipation of the press articles due to be published the following 
day,’”* Ms. Drew sent Mr. Dimon, Mr. Braunstein, and other members 
of the JPMorgan Chase Operating Committee an email on April 5 
stating; 

“The book has been extremely profitable for the company .... 
Going into the [financial] crisis we used the book to hedge ... 
credit widening .... Post December as the macros scenario 
was upgraded and our investment activities turned pro risk, 
the book was moved into a long position.”'”’ 


Subcommittee interview of Jamie Dimon, JPMorgan Chase (9/19/2012). 

See 4/1 1/2012 email from Ina Drew, CIO, to Jamie Dimon, JPMorgan Chase, and others, 
“updated,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0001077 (“[w]e are working on Jamie’s request for [cjorrelation of the 
credit book against the portfolio”). 

Subcommittee interview of Ina Drew, CIO (12/1 1/2012). 

4/10/2012 email from John Hogan, JPMorgan Chase, to John Wilmot, CIO, Douglas 
Braunstein, JPMorgan Chase, Jamie Dimon, JPMorgan Chase, and others, “Materials for 
FED/OCC Questions,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0001021. 

Subcommittee interview of Scott Waterhouse, OCC (9/17/2012). See also Subcommittee 
interview of Michael Kirk, OCC (8/22/1012); 4/10/2012 email from Michael Kirk, OCC, to Fred 
Cruralish, OCC, and others, “CIO info on elephant trade,” OCC-00004730 (Mr. Kirk: “What 
would be helpful would be to see the .stress scenarios without these assets, and with these assets 
so one can understand the impact. ... It would also be helpful if the CIO could provide some 
indication of a present target level they are trying to achieve, and hence the change of activity 
that resulted in the same (in other words results prior to and after recent trades.).” Mr. Crumlish: 
“In my response on JPM email .... I also said it would be useful if they provided analytics or a 
summary that recapped the hedge strategy, such as the expected impact of the hedge on the 
projected stress loss identified. I asked for this on the call as well.”); sec 4/10/2012 email from 
Fred Crumlish, OCC to Scott Waterhouse, OCC, and others, ,TPM CIO trades, OCC-00004087 
(“We asked the bank for a number of items yesterday that reflect details on the trades and 
support the stress loss hedge rationale associated with tWs particular strategy.”). 

Subcommittee interview of Douglas Braunstein, JPMorgan Chase (9/12/2012). 

1556 4/5/2012 email from Ina Drew, CIO, to Jamie Dimon, JPMorgan Chase, and others, “CIO,” 
JPM-CIO-PSI 0000539 (“I want to update the operating committee on what is going on with the 
credit derivatives book in CIO especially given a wsj article which will come out tomorrow.”) 

1557 
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Mr. Braunstein told the Subcommittee that he was sure he read the 
email, though he was not aware of this particular sentence. 

The Subcommittee staff asked JPMorgan Chase’s officials to 
reconcile how the SCP could simultaneously be both “long,” and serve 
as a hedge in 2012, when the bank itself was “long.” If the SCP had the 
same overall long exposure as the bank overall, the SCP would lose 
money when the bank lost money, instead of offseting the bank’s losses. 
The Chief Risk Officer for the firm, John Hogan, and his deputy, Ashley 
Bacon, conceded that they could not reconcile the SCP holding a long 
position and also functioning as a hedge for the bank.'^^^ Similarly, 

John Wilmot, the Chief Financial Officer of the CIO, was unable to do 
so. Joseph Bonocore, the former Chief Financial Officer for the CIO 
and the former Treasurer for JPMorgan Chase, stated that he did not 
believe the book could both be long and maintain a hedge against losses 
in a credit crisis. Mr. Iksil told an internal bank investigation that he 
believed the book needed to be long in order to be stable, but recognized 
that having the book be long was ineonsistent with its mission.'^“ 

In contrast, Mr. Braunstein told the Subcommittee that the SCP 
book could both be long and provide a “fat tail hedge. Mr. Dimon 
concurred. However, Mr. Dimon conceded that the email from Ms. 
Drew described the SCP book as long and did not indicate that it 
nevertheless provided a fat tail hedge. When Mr. Braunstein was 
asked how he knew the book provided a fat tail hedge, he said there may 
have been discussions about it and, in any event, how the book was 
characterized on the earnings call on April 1 3 was how “we” thought the 
book was at the time.'^^^ 

Other JPMorgan Chase personnel told the Subcommittee that the 
SCP book had stopped functioning as a hedge well before April 13. 

Irvin Goldman, former Chief Risk Officer for the CIO, explained that 
the book had stopped being a “macro hedge” in December 2011, when 
they decided the capital costs of synthetic derivatives exceeded their 
economic value.'^’’’ Javier Martin-Artajo, head of CIO equity and credit 
trading, told an internal bank investigation that when a question arose as 
to whether the book would be unwound in January 2012, his supervisor, 
Achilles Maoris, told him that the book no longer needed to hedge tail 


Subcommittee interview of Douglas Braunstein, JPMorgan Chase (9/12/2012). 
Subcommittee interview of John Hogan and Ashley Bacon, JPMorgan Chase (9/4/2012). 
Subcommittee interview of John Wilmot, CIO (9/1 1/2012). 

Subcommittee interview of Joseph Bonocore, CIO (9/1 1/2012). 

JPMorgan Chase Task Force interview of Bruno Iksil, CIO (partial readout to the 
Subcommittee on 8/27/2012). 

Subcommittee interview of Douglas Braunstein, JPMorgan Chase (9/12/2012). 
Subcommittee interview of Jamie Dimon, JPMorgan Chase (9/19/2012). 

1565 

Subcommittee interview of Douglas Braunstein, JPMorgan Chase (9/12/2012). 
Subcommittee interview of Irvin Goldman, CIO (9/15/2012). 
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risk and that it did not need to provide a “payout.”'^^* CIO head Ina 
Drew - who characterized the book as “long” on April 5 - told the 
Subcommittee that when the SCP was a “pure” high yield short, it 
qualified as a hedge under the Volcker Rule, but that the SCP had 
“morphed” and was no longer a pure high yield short; at that point, it 
should not qualify as, and was not, a hedge. Mr. Dimon expressed a 
similar sentiment when asked about the Synthetic Credit Portfolio at a 
Senate hearing in June 2012; he testified that, over time, the “portfolio 
morphed into something that rather than protect the firm, created new 
and potentially larger risks.”'^^® Even Mr. Braunstein admitted that 
“there is a point where [the portfolio] ceased to perform in a manner to 
protect credit positions” of the firm.'^^' 

The bank’s regulators, the OCC, also expressed skepticism about 
the SCP functioning as a hedge. In a May 20 1 2 internal email, one OCC 
examiner referred to the SCP as a “make believe voodoo magic 
‘composite hedge. 

Scenario Analysis Showed SCP Was Not a Hedge. The 
statements by Mr. Braunstein and Mr. Dimon were also contradicted by 
an internal bank analysis that both received two days before the earnings 
call. That analysis clearly depicted the SCP as in a long posture and 
likely to lose money in a negative credit environment - which meant it 
was not operating as a hedge to offset the bank’s other credit risks. 

On April 1 1, 20 12, an internal CIO presentation prepared for 
senior management, including Messrs. Dimon and Braunstein, 
reinforced Ms. Drew’s April 5 characterization of the book as long.'^^^ 
The presentation was prepared by the CIO traders with input from the 
head of JPMorgan Chase’s Model Risk and Development Group, as well 
as his deputy, who had previously been a credit trader in the Investment 
Bank.'^^"* On page 3 of that presentation, entitled “Synthetic Credit 
Summary: Risk & P&L Scenarios,” reprinted below, a table showed 
that in multiple credit spread widening environments - i.e., situations in 


JPMorgan Chase Task Force interview of Javier Martin-Artajo, CIO (partial readout to the 
Subcommittee on 9/6/2012). 

Subcommittee interview of Ina Drew, CIO (911120X2). 

Testimony of Jamie Dimon, Chairman & CEO, JPMorgan Chase & Co., “A Breakdown in 
Risk Management: What Went Wrong at JPMorgan Chase?” before the U.S. Senate Committee 
on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs, S.Hrg. 112-715 (June 13, 2012), 
http://www.cq.com/doc/congressionaltranscripts-4105471. 

Subcommittee interview of Douglas Braunstein, JPMorgan Chase (9/12/2012). 

5/18/2012 email from Elwyn Wong, OCC, to Michael Kirk, OCC, “CIO call with Mike 
Brosnan,” OCC-SPI-00021602. 

4/1 1/2012 email from John Wilmot, CIO, to Jamie Dimon, JPMorgan Chase, and otliers, 
“synthetic credit information,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0001701. 

'' 2/4/2013 letter from Douglas Braunstein, JPMorgan Chase, to the Subcommittee, PSI-JPMC- 
35-000001 (explaining that the presentation was prepared “with input from C.S. 

Venkatakrishnan and Olivier Vigneron”). 
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which credit deteriorated and the risk of default increased - the SCP 
would lose money. 



Source: 4/1 1/2012 email from John Wilmot, CIO, to Jamie Dimon, Douglas Braunstein, 
JPMorgan Chase, and others, “synthetic credit information,” JPM-CIO-PSl 0001701, at 704 
[emphasis added with arrows and circle]. 


Specifically, the presentation showed that, if credit spreads 
widened by one basis point, the book would lose $46 million. This 
result is shown in the first table on the left, reprinted above, in the first 
column captioned “SprOl,” in the row captioned, “Synthetic Total.” The 
table also showed that if credit spreads widened by 10%, the book would 


4/1 1/2012 email from John Wilmot, CIO, to Jamie Dimon, Douglas Braunstein, JPMorgan 
Chase, and others, “synthetic credit information,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0001701, at 704. 
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lose $163 million. This result is shown in the next column, captioned 
“Spr+10%,” in the bottom-most entry. Finally, the table showed in the 
last column that, if credit spreads widened by 50%, the book would lose 
$918 million - nearly $1 billion. 

The SCP book was not always projected to lose money in a 
negative credit environment. As recently as February 2012, in another 
internal CIO presentation reprinted below, when the SCP book was 
characterized as hedging “tail risk,” if credit spreads widened by 50%, 
the book was expected to generate $100 million in gains, and it was 
expected to roughly break even if credit spreads widened by 10%.’^’^ 

Mr. Braunstein, who received this presentation, told the Subcommittee 
he did not focus on this page.’^^^ 

As the February chart below indicates, the SCP book was projected 
to lose a small amount of money until spreads widened more than 10%, 
and then when spreads widened by 50%, the book’s profits were 
projected to increase dramatically. But by April 1 1, as shown in the 
earlier presentation, the SCP book’s assets had changed, the book’s net 
position had shifted from net short to net long, and it no longer was 
projected to generate money when spreads widened. To the contrary, by 
April 1 1, the SCP was projected to lose money not only when spreads 
widened by 10%, but also when they widened by 50%. 


2/2012 “CIO February 2012 Business Review,” JPM-CIO-PSi 0001940, at 963. 
Subcommittee interview of Douglas Braunstein, JPMorgan Chase (9/12/2012). 



Subcommittee interview of Douglas Braunstein, JPMorgan Chase (9/12/2012). 
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CIO International Core Credit: Tail Risk Book 


Currently the Core Credit Book is: 

1. An option with positive conveuty, positive carry and upside on large 
spread vndening and default waves (similar to 2008-2009) 

2. Current Position: 

I. US mortgage-related issuers (Radian, MGiC, ILFC, RESCAP, ALLY) 
may file as the US Government and banks are looking for a settlement 
on past underwriting practices 

It. Europe countries including Greece and Portugal may opt to 
restructure some national champions like banks or telecom operators. 
These events could generate US$200mm-500mm P&L gains 



Capital 

■ This is a Tail Risk Book that had under Basel i an RWA cost of US$5bln and from 2007-2011 has generated US$2.4bln 
total return 

■ Under Basel 2.5, Risk Weighted Assets are estimated to increase 5-Bx (methodology still in development); this would 
increase the RWA of the core credit book to US$36bln however. CIO is currently working to reduce this to US$20bln for 
year end 2012 

■ Despite effectiveness of the Tail Risk Book hedging credit portfolio, the change in regulatory capital regime is likely to force 
a re-size / run-off of synthetic portfolio in order to maintain RWA targets for the Firm 

■ CIO continues to coordinate with IB Risk to improve the applicable RWA and capital levels 
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Synthetic Credit Summary: Risk & P/L Scenarios 
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Note regarding P&L 
Estimate of 10 April 2012 

Today’s P&L estimate of - 
$395MM represents a 
move 6.5x current VaR95 
of$60MM. 

Off the run IG.9 curves bear 
steepened avg +7bps (30% 
of VTD move), ar>d spreads 
widened avg -rlObps 


Q1 Realised P&L -$580, driven by losses in short risk H'^P(Q^M)^vs^r128^ 

The IG component has been the mair\ P&L driver of ur>derparforrnanc^r^l7 as jG.9 forward long risk positions did not deliver anticipated profits given steepening of the 
curve. Current book is overall risk balanced, given the cross-market lortg/short and has positive carry of S2MM/day, while retaining upside on defaults 


Q2 P&L Estimates - these scenarios do not Include 10 April P&L, which would accrete back into each scenario ^-leODMM, If reollbrated for today’s madeet moves 

b •$250MM (New Financial Crisis) implies an average spread widening of 8-25%, driven by banks/finendals undergoing stress. In this case, the portfolio P&L is driven by: 
+2S0MM carry 

•100MM given relative underperfbrmarxce of IG vs. HY (compressiort, led by banks/fbancials widening) 

•$300MM due to 'duration extension' as we project that the short-dated short risk duration in IG will contract as expi^ approachas 
-$100MM due to spread widening, not offset in this case by curve flattening (sve assume here that curves remain 43bps steep in IG equivalents) 
c -SISOMM (Status Quo) irt this case we assume that market levels and curves Ireeze' at current levels; in this scenario CIO would delta hedge around volatility throughout 
the quarter 

+200MM carry 

•S300MM due to 'duration extension' as we project that the short-dated short risk duration in IG will contract as expiry approaches 
-$50MM due to long-dated tranche undarperformarree as observed in Q1 

f +$350MM (Central Scenario) in this case bull steepening of IG curves (Mbps), more than offset by outperformance of IG.9 curve vs. on the am 
+170MM carry 

-$260MM due to 'duration extensiorr' as we project that the short-dated short risk duration in IG vrill contract as expiry approachas 
+$110MM due to ralty in credit spreads -15% 

+S200MM due to relative outperformance of IG 9 curve vs. on the run IG curves (wrtiiie counter-intuitive, the ‘compression’' effect of iG.9 vs. on the run IG 
complex is driver of performance) 

+$150MM due to long-dated eqi^ tranche outperformance 

K In Ore section "10% Optimistic* the convexilv of the oortfotio in a hiohiv positive or a hiohiv negative market outcome is demonstrated. 


^^gnvgxij^r 

IRi'eveirRrao^ignlOTing of spreads, decompression ot HY vs. IG credit, and 
$1,126 'End of QE" refers to a scenario of strong ^owth led by U.S., spreads avg. -50% tighter 
-8t,725MM in ‘Many Defaults' means wave defaults among widest spread rrames (ind. MBIA, Radian, iStar) curve flattening, and -*-75% spread widening, 
driven by performarKe of HY shorts, IG flattenerE and long protection positions in the portfolio 
In the section *10% Extreme' it is estimated that the book would range -5355MM to -S650MM. 

-$35SMM in the event of bear steepenirtg of curves, spreads wider by avg +10% 

-$650MM in the event of bull steepereng of curves, sfxeads ttghterby avg -25%. driven by underperformance of IG.9 (forwards do rrot roll down curve in rally) 




aw 


forward outperformance (rolling down the curve) 


J.PMorgan 


that he relied on the three scenarios that, collectively, were projected to 
have an “80% likelihood” of occurring.'^^** 





488 


333 

The three scenarios he referenced, numbered 4, 5, and 6, above, 
considered what would happen in the event of a “New Financial Crisis,” 
if the “Status Quo” continued, or if a “Central Scenario” took place. But 
contrary to Mr. Braunstein’s statement, all three scenarios indicated that 
the SCP book had stopped providing stress loss protection and would 
likely lose money. 

Scenario 4, labeled “New Financial Crisis,” considered what would 
happen if credit spreads widened by 25%, and projected that, in that 
scenario, the SCP would lose $250 million. Several JPMorgan Chase 
officials had told the Subcommittee that a financial crisis continued to be 
the “tail event” that the book was meant to hedge. Mr. Dimon 
explained that it was the original purpose of the hedge,'^®’ and that the 
SCP had made money for JPMorgan Chase during the 2008 financial 
crisis as a hedge against credit widening.'^*^ Yet by April 11, 2012, the 
bank projected that the SCP would lose money in just such a scenario, a 
projection inconsistent with a book intended to provide protection 
against stress loss from credit risk. 

Scenario 5 considered what would happen under the “Status Quo.” 
In this scenario, as the name indicated, credit spreads did not tighten or 
widen, yet the SCP was projected to lose SI 50 million. In fact, the 
narrative below the chart indicated that, under this scenario, the SCP 
would lose $300 million, but those losses would be partially offset by 
the book’s positive carry - that is, the premiums the book would take in 
from having sold long credit protection to short parties. 

Scenario 6 considered what would happen under the so-called 
“Central Scenario.” In this scenario, credit spreads tightened by 1 5%, 
and the SCP book was projected to make a profit of $350 million. In 
other words, the SCP book would make money during a bull market 
when the credit environment improved. That is the opposite of what Ms. 
Drew had described as the purpose of the book - that when it was a 


Subcommittee briefing by JPMorgan Chase (8/15/2012) (stated by Gregg Gunselman). 

Testimony of Jamie Dimon, Chairman & CEO, JPMorgan Chase & Co., “A Breakdown in 
Risk Management: What Went Wrong at JPMorgan Chase?” before the U.S. Senate Committee 
on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs, S.Hrg. 112-715 (June 13, 2012), 
http;//www.cq.com/doc/congressionaltranscripts-4105471 ("[WJhat I’m told is they thought what 
they were doing is a more cost-efficient way to reduce the exposure and maintain some of hedge 
against back-tail events.”). 

As Ina Drew herself pointed out to Mr. Braunstein and other members of the operating 
committee a week before the earnings call: “Going into the [financial] crisis we used the book to 
hedge ... credit widening.” See 4/5/2012 email from Ina Drew, CIO, to Jamie Dimon and others, 
JPMorgan Chase, “CIO,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0000539. 

See 4/1 1/2012 email from Ina Drew, CIO, to Jamie Dimon, JPMorgan Chase, and others, 
“updated,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0001077, with chart entitled “Synthetic Credit Summary,” at 078 (“- 
300MM due to ‘duration extension’ as we project that the short-dated short risk duration in IG 
will contract as expiry approaches”). 
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hedge, the book provided protection against credit spread widening 
events.’^*"* 

These three scenarios in the April 1 1 presentation indicated that 
when the credit environment improved, the SCP would make money, 
and that when credit deteriorated (or stayed the same), the SCP would 
lose money. Far from indicating that the SCP provided stress loss 
protection associated with credit risk, the April 1 1 presentation showed 
that the SCP book held the same long position as the bank and did not 
support Mr. Braunstein or Mr. Dimon’s descriptions of the SCP as an 
offset of the bank’s other credit exposures or as stress loss protection. 

During his interview, the Subcommittee asked Mr. Dimon to 
reconcile Mr. Braunstein’s public statements with the fact that none of 
the scenarios that Mr. Braunstein himself said he relied on indicated that 
the book functioned as a hedge. First, Mr. Dimon contended that the 
bank’s investors - the target audience of the earnings call - would not 
have cared if the book was a hedge, implying that Mr. Braunstein would 
have had no reason to discuss, on an earnings call, whether or not the 
book functioned as a hedge. The bank knew, however, that it did 
matter to investors if the SCP was a hedge, as the head of investor 
relations emailed to Mr. Dimon after the May 10 call: “Need to manage 
this in DC because the hit there is going to be a lot bigger than the hit on 
eamings.”’^®^ Secondly, Mr. Dimon noted that he himself had been told 
it was a hedge, and “[njobody said [to Mr. Braunstein] ‘Why don’t you 
go out there and lie.’”'^*’ At that point, JPMorgan Chase’s General 
Counsel intervened and denied that Mr. Braunstein had, on the earnings 
call, said that the book functioned as a hedge. 

Mr. Braunstein subsequently sent a letter to the Subcommittee 
seeking to “clarify” whether he had, in fact, told the Subcommittee that 
he had relied on the three specific scenarios on page 7 of the April 1 1 
presentation in developing his view of the hedging status of the SCP.'^*’ 
The letter stated that it sought to “clarify one aspect of my interview 


4/5/2012 email from Ina Drew, CIO, to Jamie Dimon, JPMorgan Chase, and others, “CIO,” 
JPM-CIO-PSI 0000539. 

Subcommittee interview of Jamie Dimon, JPMorgan Chase (9/19/2012). 

5/10/2012 email from Sarah Youngwood, JPMorgan Chase, to Jamie Dimon, JPMorgan 
Chase, and others, “10-Q call - Buyside and sellside comments (2),” JPM-CIO-PSI 0017754, at 
756 (summarizing questions from analysts after the call about hedging, e.g., ‘Have a lot of 
contacts in Washington who said this is going to be a big deal for Volcker; need to manage this 
in DC because the hit there is going to be a lot bigger than the hit on earnings.”). See also, e.g., 
5/1 1/2012 email from Sarah Youngwood to Jamie Dimon, JPMorgan Chase, and others, “lO-Q 
cal! 0 Buyside and sellside comments (5),” JPM-CIO-PSI 0014833 (“What did the ClO-rclated 
loss stem from? A hedge position or a prop trade?”). 

* Subcommittee interview of Jamie Dimon, JPMorgan Chase (9/ 1 9/20 1 2). 

Subcommittee interview of Jamie Dimon, JPMorgan Chase (9/19/2012) (intervention by 
Stephen Cutler, JPMorgan Chase). 

1589 2/4/2013 letter from Douglas Braunstein, JPMorgan Chase, to the Subcommittee, PSI-JPMC- 
35-000001 (clarifying statements made about the Synthetic Credit Portfolio during the 9/12/2012 
interview with the Subcommittee). 
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with you and others on September 12, 2012, as to which 1 understand 
from discussions with my counsel that there may be some 
misunderstanding.”'^®” The letter offered two additional explanations 
for Mr. Braunstein’s comments on the earnings call, which are described 
below. 

SCP’s History. As noted above, during the interview with Mr. 
Dimon, JPMorgan Chase’s General Counsel denied that Mr. Braunstein 
had characterized the SCP book as a hedge during the April earnings 
call.*^®’ In the letter, Mr. Braunstein did not repeat that denial. Rather, 
he explained that his “statements on April 13 regarding those hedging 
characteristics were references to the portfolio’s design and historical 
performance as a hedge.”'^®'^ 

Mr. Braunstein’s comments on April 13 did not indicate, however, 
that he was speaking about the portfolio’s “design and historical 
performance as a hedge.” Mr. Braunstein’s comments were in the 
present tense, referred to recent press articles, and conveyed a 
description of the SCP as it stood on that day, not at some historical 
date. As Mr. Braunstein said on the call: “We ... need to manage the 
stress loss associated with that portfolio .... We have put on positions to 
manage for a significant stress event in credit .... the activities that have 
been reported in the paper are basically part of managing that stress loss 
position[.]”'^®'' He also stated: “They’re done to keep the company 
effectively balanced from a risk standpoint. We are very comfortable 
with our positions as they are held today.” Use of the word, “today,” 
indicates that Mr. Braunstein was not presenting a historical view. 
Moreover, if he had not been speaking about the SCP’s current function 
as a hedge, it is unclear why he then said that the SCP trading “is 
consistent with what we believe the ultimate outcome will be related to 
Volcker.”'^®'* 

In addition, while Mr. Braunstein’s letter discussed only his own 
statements, other statements made by Mr. Dimon and Joseph 
Evangelisti, the bank’s senior spokesperson, were also framed in the 
present tense. In fact, even one month later, on May 10, Mr. Dimon 
continued to mischaracterize the SCP as a “hedge.”'^®” 


1590 

Subcommittee interview of Jamie Dimon, JPMorgan Chase (9/19/2012). 

2/4/2013 letter from Douglas Braunstein, JPMorgan Chase, to the Subcommittee, PSl-JPMC- 
35-000001 (clarifying statements made about the Synthetic Credit Portfolio during the 9/12/2012 
interview with the Subcommittee), 

4/13/2012 "‘Edited Transcript JPM - QI JPMorgan Chase Sc Co. Earnings Conference Call,” 
at 7, JPM-CIO-PSI 0001151. 

.594 

See, e.g., “Making Waves Against "Whale.”’ Wall Street Journal . Katy Bume (4/1 1/2012) 
(“The bank views its recent selling in the context of a range of related positions and feels its risk 
is now effectively balanced, added Mr. Evangelisti,”); 4 / 13/2012 “Edited Transcript JPM - Ql 
JPMorgan Chase & Co. Earnings Conference Call,” at 10 , JPM-CIO-PSI 0001 1 5 1 (Mr. Dimon: 
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No “Fat Tail Hedge.” In addition to contending that he was 
discussing the SCP’s function as a hedge in a historical sense, Mr. 
Braunstein’s letter to the Subcommittee also explained that he had 
described the SCP as a hedge after “receiv[ing] information from a 
number of sources regarding the CIO/London Whale issue” including 
“numerous conversations with Ina Drew, J.P. Morgan’s Chief 
Investment Officer, and members of her London-based team, including 
the CIO’s Chief Risk Officer and Chief Finaneial Officer, as well as 
John Hogan, J.P. Morgan’s Chief Risk Officer.” He also “specifically 
recalled” the April 1 1 presentation, described above. These sources 
do not provide a reasonable basis, however, for Mr. Braunstein’s 
characterization of the SCP as a hedge. 

On April 5, Ina Drew emailed Mr. Braunstein and other 
executives, including Jamie Dimon, to explain the CIO’s derivatives 
activity. She wrote; “Post December [201 1] as the maero scenario was 
upgraded and our investment activities turned pro risk, the book was 
moved into a long position.”'^®* As detailed in Chapter III, holding a net 
“long position” is not consistent with the SCP being a hedge. 

Achilles Macris, the head of the “London-based team” from which 
Mr. Braunstein said he gathered information, provided a more detailed 
update in the following email: 

“The synthetic credit book, as a dedicated hedge to our credit 
longs, continues to be short HY. In Q4 [201 1], we decided to 
neutralize the risk profile of this book for two reasons: a) 
the large realized gains around the AMR [American Airlines 
bankruptcy] events, and b) given our large investment 
program in cash credit securities and related view.”'^^® 

In other words, while the SCP book continued to have some short, high 
yield positions, the addition of over $100 billion in investment grade 
longs “neutralized” the SCP book, and resulted in the portfolio’s 
becoming, as Ina Drew indieated in her April 5 email, net long.'®” 


“But at the end of the day, that's our job, is to invest that portfolio wisely and intelligently to — 
over a long period of time to earn income and to offset other exposures we have.”). Neither 
statement referred to historical performance, but to the current status of the portfolio. 

5/10/2012 “Business Update Call,” JPMorgan Chase transcript, at 2, 10, 12, and 18, 
http://i. mktw.net/__newsimages/pdf/jpm-conference-cail. pdf. 

2/4/2013 letter from Douglas Braunstein, JPMorgan Chase, to the Subcommittee, PSl- 
JPMC-35-000001 (referring to 4/1 1/2012 email from John Wilmot, CIO, to Jamie Dtmon, 
JPMorgan Chase, Douglas Braunstein, JPMorgan Chase, and others, “synthetic credit 
information,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0001701, at 708). 

1598 4/5/2012 email from Ina Drew, CIO, to Jamie Dimon and others, JPMorgan Chase, “CIO,” 
JPM-CIO-PSI 0000539. 

4/8/2012 email from Achilles Macris, CIO, to Ina Drew, CIO and others, JPMorgan Chase, 
“Synthetic Credit Summary,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0001588 [emphasis added]. 

1600 4/5/2012 email from Ina Drew, CIO, to Jamie Dimon and others, JPMorgan Chase, “CIO,” 
JPM-CIO-PSI 0000539. 
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Those longs were also purchcised by the SCP to produce “carry” 
from the short parties in order to finance the purchase of additional 
positions and help offset the losses being incurred by the portfolio. Mr, 
Wilmot, the CIO CFO, another person from whom Mr. Braunstein said 
that he gathered information, explained to Mr. Braunstein that the long 
positions were purchased for carry, that is, profit.’^”’ Mr. Hogan, the 
bank’s Chief Risk Officer, emailed a similar explanation to Mr. Dimon: 
“I would say they just wanted to improve the carry on the book by 
selling protection [i.e. long positions] and taking in some premium.”'^”’ 
Ms. Drew also informed both Mr. Braunstein and Mr. Dimon that the 
“Investment Grade strategies” were to provide “some carry 
Nowhere, however, in the bank’s press statements, earnings call 
commentary, or SEC filings did the bank disclose this trading strategy to 
investors - that the SCP was purchasing long credit derivatives in part to 
produce carry and use that carry to finance other trades and offset short 
term losses from its high yield short positions. 

Finally, the rest of the April 1 1 presentation does not support Mr. 
Braunstein’ s claim that the SCP was a hedge. The presentation 
examined the SCP’s holdings relating to individual corporations, but did 
not identify or assess any offsetting exposures at the bank that were 
being counterbalanced. If the presentation were analyzing a hedging 

On the day before the earnings call, in response to a question by Mr. Braunstein as to why 
the CIO had not simply reduced its high yield positions instead of adding the IG9 long positions, 
the CIO’s Chief Financial Officer John Wilmot answered that the book sought to produce “carry 
(ic associated p&i).” 4/9/2012 email from John Wilmot, CIO, to Ina Drew, CIO and others, 
“Deliverables for meeting tomorrow,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0001646. In other words, the CIO bought 
the $100 billion in long positions in part to generate “carry” or premiums from the short parties 
which the CIO could then use to offset some of the losses being incurred by the book’s other 
positions. 

1602 4/13/2012 email from John Hogan, JPMorgan Chase, to Jamie Dimon, JPMorgan Chase, 
“CIO,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0001753. 

See 4/12/2012 email from Ina Drew, CIO, to Jamie Dimon, Douglas Braunstein, JPMorgan 
Chase, and others, “Synthetic Credit Materials,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0001 100, at lOI (“The way that 
we at CIO have book-run the Core book to balance the negative carry cost of the High yield 
Book overtime has been using Investment Grade strategies that gave us some carry or buying 
optionality (or both) . . . .”). In other words, Ms. Drew’s email indicated that the SCP book was 
purchasing IG9 tranches, not to hedge a bank credit risk, but to produce “carry” or premiums to 
finance the purchase of some of the short positions in the High Yield credit indices. Mr. 
Braunstein told the Subcommittee that he was familiar with that paragraph of her email. Mr. 
Braunstein conceded in his interview that the investment grade long positions “helped pay for the 
can 7 for the high yield positions” and that they may also have been used to “cover” the high 
yield short positions. He also said that the purpose “may have both and it depends when.” 
Subcommittee interview of Douglas Braunstein, JPMorgan Chase (9/12/2012). 

Pages five and six are entitled, “Single Name Risk & Forward Jump to Default Risk.” JPM- 
CIO-PSI 0001706-707. These pages estimated the revenues that the CIO would earn in the event 
certain individual corporations defaulted on their loans or declared bankruptcy, as well as the 
CIO’s likely exposure to losses upon expiration in December 2012, of certain credit protection 
that it once held. Id. Now’here are the defaults by individual corporations correlated to the 
portfolios that the SCP was purportedly hedging - either the availablc-for-sale portfolio in the 
CIO nor to any other portfolio held by the bank more generally. The OCC Examiner-in-Chief 
told the Subcommittee that the CIO’s available-for-sale portfolio did not have any exposure to 
defaults by individual corporations and so would not have needed that type of hedge in any 
event Subcommittee interview of Scott Waterhouse, OCC (9/17/2012). The former Chief Risk 
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portfolio, the bank analysis should have identified the assets or 
portfolios being hedged and evaluated the SCP’s positions in that light. 
No such analysis was provided in the April 1 1 presentation. Mr. 
Braunstein told the Subcommittee that the presentation was prepared 
“with input from C.S. Venkatakrishnan,”'* ^ however, Mr. 
Venkatakrishnan told the Subcommittee that he did not know what, if 
anything, the SCP was hedging.’^'*® 

The bottom line is that the SCP, as a whole, was not a hedge. It 
was net long and was projected to lose money when the credit markets 
worsened. In the April 1 1 presentation, information on pages 3,5, and 7 
predicted gain or loss figures for the entire synthetic credit portfolio, and 
showed that the bank itself predicted that the SCP would lose money in 
credit stress scenarios, thereby amplifying the bank’s losses, rather than 
hedging, offsetting, or providing stress loss protection against them. Mr. 
Braunstein and Mr. Dimon reviewed that information two days before 
the earnings call, yet they told investors on April 13 that the SCP was a 
hedge. Mr. Dimon repeated that description on May 1 0, even though by 
then he knew even more details of the SCP and knew, as he later put it, 
the SCP had “morphed” into something else. 

(5) Asserting SCP Trades Were Consistent With the 
Volcker Rule 

The final point made in the April 1 3 earnings call by Mr. 
Braunstein involved the Volcker Rule. Mr. Braunstein stated: 

“The last comment that I would make is that based on, we 
believe, the spirit of the legislation as well as our reading of 
the legislation, and consistent with this long-term investment 
philosophy we have in CIO we believe all of this is consistent 
with what we believe the ultimate outcome will be related to 
Volcker.”'*^"’ 

The Volcker Rule, codified at Section 61 9 of the Dodd-Frank Wall 
Street Reform and Consumer Protection Act, is intended to reduce bank 
risk by prohibiting high-risk proprietary trading activities by federally 
insured banks, their affiliates, and subsidiaries. At the same time, the 
Volcker Rule is intended to allow certain bank trading activities to 
continue, including “risk-mitigating hedging activities,” meaning 


Officer for the CIO also confirmed that for the Subcommittee. Subcommittee interview of Irvin 
Goldman, CIO (9/15/2012). 

1605 2/4/2013 letter from Douglas Braunstein, JPMorgan Chase, to the Subcommittee, PSI-JPMC- 
35-000001 (referring to 4/1 1/2012 email from John Wilmot, CIO, to Jamie Dimon, JPMorgan 
Chase, Douglas Braunstein, JPMorgan Chase, and others, “synthetic credit information,” JPM- 
CIO-PSI 0001701, at 708). 

Subcommittee interview of C.S. VenkatEdcrishnan, JPMorgan Chase (10/25/2012). 

4/13/2012 “Edited Transcript JPM - Q1 JPMorgan Chase & Co. Earnings Conference Call,” 
at 7, JPM-CIO-PSI 0001151. 
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hedging activities that reduce, rather than increase, a bank’s risk of 
losses. 

The basis for Mr, Braunstein’s prediction that the SCP’s trading 
activities would be found to be “consistent with” the Volcker Rule is 
unclear. When the Subcommittee asked JPMorgan Chase if it had any 
legal opinion examining how the Volcker Rule would affect the bank’s 
business, including the SCP, it responded that no such analysis had been 
performed. At the time Mr, Braunstein made his statement on April 
13, the Volcker Rule’s implementing regulation was still in draft form. 
Earlier in the year, on February 2, 2012, representatives of the bank had 
met with the OCC to voice the bank’s views on the draft regulation. 
According to both the bank and the OCC, at no point did the discussion 
turn to the Synthetic Credit Portfolio, so the regulators could not have 
given the bank any guidance on the effect of the Volcker Rule on the 
SCP during that meeting.'^'” On February 13, 2012, the bank submitted 
an official comment letter to the OCC and other bank regulators 
criticizing the draft regulation implementing the Volcker Rule and 
offering recommendations for changes.'®' ' Among other criticisms, 
JPMorgan Chase’s comment letter expressed concern that the Volcker 
Rule’s proposed regulation might not permit the CIO to continue to 
manage the Synthetic Credit Portfolio. The comment letter stated: 
“Under the proposed rule, this activity [i.e., credit derivatives] could 
have been deemed prohibited proprietary trading.”'®’^ This analysis 
directly contradicts Mr. Braunstein’s statement during the earnings call 
that the bank had concluded that the SCP would be found to be 
“consistent with” the Volcker Rule. 

In addition, when Ina Drew provided briefing materials to Mr. 
Braunstein the day before the earnings call, she provided no support for 
the notion that the synthetic credit trades would be permitted under the 
Volcker Rule. She sent him a “Questions and Answers” document, and 
with respect to the Volcker rule, wrote: 

“[Question:] In your view, could this trading fall afoul of 

Volcker under a narrow definition (or even a broad one)? 


See Subcommittee briefing by JPMorgan Chase (8/23/2012) (Neila Radin and Greg Baer). 
1609 “Chronology of JPMC Regulator Meetings,’' table provided by JPMorgan Chase at 
Subcommittee briefing by JPMorgan Chase (8/23/2012) (attended by Greg Baer, Ina Drew, Irvin 
Goldman, Neila Radin, John Wilmot and Barry Zubrow), 

Subcommittee interview of Michael Sullivan, OCC (8/30/2012) (stating that there was no 
mention of the synthetic credit portfolio). 

2/13/2012 letter from JPMorgan Chase, to Department of the Treasury, Board of Governors 
of the Federal Reserve System, Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation, Securities and F.xchange 
Commission, and Office of the Comptroller of the Currency, “Comment Letter on the Notice of 
Proposed Rulemaking Implementing Section 619 of the Dodd-Frank Wall Street Reform and 
Consumer Protection Act,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0013270. 

Id., at JPM-CIO-PSI 0013326 (indicating that “the use of credit derivatives,” that is, the 
Synthetic Credit Portfolio, was among the bank’s “ALM activities that were crucial during the 
financial crisis [that] would have been endangered by the proposed rule.”). 
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[Answer:] As Barry Zubrow pointed out in our comments to 
the Regulators in February, the language in Volcker is 
unclear as it pertains to anticipatory hedging needs on the 
ALM side. The condition for the hedging exception appears 
to have been drafted with trading desks in mind, where both 
sides of a hedge are marked to market. It is a poor fit with 
A[sset] L[iability] M[anagement].”'®'^ 

Ms. Drew’s analysis, which describes the Volcker Rule’s language as 
“unclear” and a “poor fit” for the SCP, is also contrary to the positive 
assessment provided by Mr. Braunstein during the earnings call. 

Ms. Drew’s suggested “answer” to a Volcker Rule question 
references the bank’s official comment letter, which was signed by 
Barry Zubrow. Mr. Zubrow also sent an email to Mr. Braunstein on the 
day before the earnings call, but suggested a more positive response to a 
Volcker Rule question than did Ms. Drew. Mr. Zubrow wrote: 

“If asked about London / CIO and Volcker[,] I suggest 
you add the following thoughts: 

1 .[Activity was NOT short term trading 

2. ) Was part of LONG TERM hedging of the bank[’]s 
portfolio 

3. )We do not believe that our activity in any way goes 
against the law as passed by Congress, nor the spirit or 
proposed rule as written.”'^''* 

Mr. Zubrow did not disclose or explain in the email why his view 
differed from the bank’s official comment letter, which he had signed 
and which stated that the proposed Volcker Rule “could have [] deemed” 
the CIO’s credit derivatives trading as prohibited. He nevertheless 
recommended a positive response, and Mr. Braunstein appears to have 
followed his advice. Apart from Mr. Zubrow’ s email, the Subcommittee 
was unable to uncover any other evidence to support Mr. Braunstein’s 
statement. 

A key, ongoing issue related to the SCP is whether it should be 
viewed as a risk-reducing hedge or as a high-risk proprietary bet that the 
Volcker Rule is meant to stop. Investors would likely consider, as one 
piece of information important in the overall mix, whether the CIO 
would be permitted under the law to continue operating the SCP as 
before or whether the SCP would have to be shut down, and a 
reasonable investor might have been reassured by Mr. Braunstein’s 


if’ii 4/12/2012 email from Ina Drew, CIO, to Jamie Dimon, JPMorgan Chase, Douglas 
Braunstein, JPMorgan Chase, and others, “Synthetic Credit Materials,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0001 100, 
at 104 [emphasis in original]. 

4/12/2012 email from Barry Zubrow, JPMoi^an Chase, to Douglas Braunstein, JPMorgan 
Chase, Jamie Dimon, JPMorgan Chase, and others, “If asked about London / CIO and Volcker,” 
JPM-CIO-PSM-I 0002418. 
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confident statement on this issue. Mr. Braunstein should have known, 
however, that he could not rely on Mr. Zubrow’s brief, three-point email 
which directly contradicted the bank’s 68-page official comment letter 
that had been vetted by the bank’s counsel and other senior officials. 

Mr. Zubrow’s email apparently had no other support in any bank legal 
analysis or regulatory communication. Mr. Braunstein’s optimistic 
assessment during the April 13 earnings call may have reassured 
investors, but that is no justification for misinforming the public about 
the bank’s official position that the Volcker Rule might prohibit the SCP 
as an example of high-risk proprietary trading. 

(6) Omitting VaR Model Change 

A final issue involves, as noted above in Chapter V, one of the key 
metrics used within JPMorgan Chase to monitor risk, called “Value-at- 
Risk” or “VaR.” OCC regulations require national banks to use VaR 
risk metrics. JPMorgan Chase uses a number of different VaR models to 
test different types of risk with different confidence levels, including a 
historical VaR model with a 99% confidence level (VaR-99) whose 
results are used in its RWA model to determine the bank’s capital 
requirements; a stress VaR model that focuses on risk results in stressed 
economic conditions; and a historical VaR model with a 95% confidence 
level (VaR-95) which the bank uses to track and set a limit on the 
amount of money that can be lost by the relevant business unit over the 
course of a day in ordinary economic conditions. JPMorgan Chase 
uses the VaR-95 model to report its VaR results in its public filings with 
the SEC. 

From a regulatory standpoinf VaR is important for satisfying safety 
and soundness requirements, as a basis for OCC oversight, and to ensure 
adequate disclosure to investors. VaR models are reviewed, approved, 
and monitored by OCC examiners. VaR is also one option, among 
several alternatives, for banks to fulfill their disclosure obligations under 
SEC rules, which “require comprehensive disclosure about the risks 
faced by a public company,”'^'® including disclosure when banks change 
a VaR “model characteristics, assumptions, and parameters.”’®’’ In June 

JPMorgan Chase used a 95% confidence level in the VaR results it reported publicly in its 
SEC filings. It used a slightly different formula, with a 99% confidence level, when 
incorporating VaR results into its RWA calculations. Subcommittee interview of Patrick Hagan, 

CIO (2/7/2013). 

Testimony of Mary Schapiro, “Examining Bank Supervision and Risk Management in Light 
of JPMorgan Chase’s Trading Loss,” before the U.S. House of Representatives Committee on 
Financial Services, Serial No. 1 12-136 (June 19, 2012). In addition, OCC rules require 
disclosure of VaR. See 12 C.F.R. Part 3, Appendix b. Section 12. 

SEC Regulation S-K, Quantitative and qualitative disclosures about market risk, 17 C.F.R. § 
229.305. See also prepared statement of Mary Schapiro, “Examining Bank Supervision and Risk 
Management in Light of JPMorgan Chase’s Trading Loss,” before the U.S. House of 
Representatives Committee on Financial Services, Serial No. 112-136 (June 19, 2012) 
(describing Regulation S-K, Section 305: “If a company chooses to use the VaR disclosure 
alternative to comply with this market risk exposure requirement, it must disclose changes to key 
model characteristics, assumptions and parameters used in providing the quantitative information 



497 


342 

2012, then Chairman of the SEC, Mary Schapiro, testified before 
Congress that the SEC had an ongoing investigation into the extent of 
JPMorgan Chase’s VaR disclosure.'*'* 

JPMorgan Chase’s Form 10-K explains that the bank “maintains 
different levels of limits. Corporate-level limits include VaR and stress 
limits. Similarly, line-of-business limits include VaR and stress 
limits[.]”'*'^ The report also explained the VaRs for the different lines 
of business, including the CIO: “CIO VaR includes positions, primarily 
in debt securities and credit products, used to manage structural and 
other risks including interest rate, credit and mortgage risks arising from 
the Firm’s ongoing business activities.”'*^" In addition, JPMorgan 
Chase’s Form 10-K provided a table, reprinted below, of VaR-95 totals 
for key lines of business, including the Investment Bank (IB) and the 
CIO. 


The 201 1 table showed that the CIO reported an average VaR-95 
total of $61 million in 2010, and $57 million in 201 1, meaning those 
were the total amount of losses that the CIO was projected to be at risk 
of losing in a single day in those years, with a 95% confidence level. 
The CIO’s VaR totals were less than those shown for the Investment 
Bank (IB) which reported VaR totals of $87 million in 2010 and $76 
million in 201 1. The narrative in the report explained that the CIO VaR 
had decreased in 201 1 due to “a decline in market volatility ... as well as 
position changes.”'*^' 


about market risk, including the reasons for the changes.”); 6/28/2012 email from Elwyn Wong, 
OCC, to Scott Waterhouse, OCC, and others, “2nd WilmerHaie Call,” OCC-SPI-00071386 
(pnerally describing bank obligations with respect to VaR disclosure under SEC rules). 

' Testimony of Mary Schapiro, “Examining Bank Supervision and Risk Management in Light 
of JPMorgan Chase’s Trading Loss,” before Ae U.S. House of Representatives Committee on 
Financial Services, Serial No. 112-136 (June 19, 2012) (“Our rules do require that changes to the 
valuc-al-risk model, the assumptions of parameters, have to be disclosed. So part of what weTe 
investigating is the extent of that disclosure, whether it was adequate, among other things.”). 

2/29/2012, JPMorgan Chase & Co., Form 10-K, at 162, 
http://files.sharehoIder.com/downioads/ONE/ 22755592 1 9x0xS 19617-12-163/1961 7/filing.pdf. 

Id., at 159. 

Id., at 160. 



VaR-95 model, but did not announce this change until May 10. As 
discussed in Chapter V, IPMorgan Chase implemented the new CIO 
VaR methodology at the end of January 2012,’®^^ to end a four-day 
breach of the bankwide VaR limit that was caused by the CIO. The new 
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The table below shows the results of the Firm’s VaR measure using a 95% confidence level. 


Total IB trading VaR by risk type. Credit portfolio VaR and other VaR 


AS of or for the year ended December 31. 2011 2010 At December 31. 
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model immediately recast the CIO’s VaR-95 total, dropping it by 50% 
on the day it was put into place.'*’^^ Neither the VaR model change nor 
its effect on the CIO’s VaR total was publicly disclosed at the time. 

Several months later, on April 6, 2012, media reports disclosed for 
the first time that the CIO was engaged in large credit derivative 
trades.'®^'* On April 11, 2012, when asked about the CIO’s credit 
holdings, a JPMorgan Chase official, Sarah Youngwood, head of 
investor relations, pointed an analyst to the CIO’s VaR: 

Question: “Kush Goel - Neuberger (Buyside) . . . What was 
the specific credit position discussed in the article; where are 
these derivatives disclosed? . . . 

Answer: “CIO VaR is disclosed in the Market Risk section 
of the lOK with a brief description of the activities . . . 

In other words, to assuage the analyst’s concern about the CIO’s 
large credit positions, JPMorgan Chase directed him to the bank’s 
public disclosures regarding the CIO’s VaR results in its 201 1 
Annual Report, Those results showed that the 201 1 VaR total had 
actually decreased from the prior year and indicated that the most 
the CIO had at risk was $57 million, a relatively small sum in 
comparison to the bank’s total holdings. 

Two days later, on April 13, 2012, JPMorgan Chase filed its Form 
8-K with the SEC and held its earnings cail,‘“* In its 8-K filing, 
JPMorgan Chase included another chart, reprinted below, reporting the 
VaR results for the CIO and Investment Bank.'*^^ 


Levin Office briefing by JPMorgan Chase (7/19/2012); ’’CIO lOQVaR,” JPMC-Senate/Levin 
000155 (decrease of 50% from $132 million to $66 million on January 27, 2012). 

See “JPMorgan Trader’s Positions Said to Distort Credit Indexes,” Bloomberg, Stephanie 
Ruble, Bradley Keoun & Mary Childs (4/6/2012), http://www.bloomberg.eom/news/2012-04- 
05/jpmorgan-trader-iksil-s-heft-is-said-to-distort-credit-indexes.html; “‘London Whale’ Rattles 
Debt Market,” Wall Street Journal. Gregory Zuckerman and Katy Bume (4/6/20 1 2). 

1625 1/2012 email from Sarah Youngwood, JPMorgan Chase, to Jamie Dimon and others, 

JPMorgan Chase, “CIO articles ~ Calls (9),” JPM-CIO-PSI 0001093. 

4/13/2012 JPMorgan Chase & Co., Form 8-K, 
http://fiies.shareholder.eom/downloads/ONE/2063348229x0xS 1193125-12- 
i61533/19617/filing.pdf. 

Id., at 42. 



This chart indicated that the CIO’s average VaR for the first quarter of 
2012 was $67 million, which represented a decline of $3 million from 
the previous quarter at the end of 201 1 Again, by comparison, the 
Investment Bank’s VaR was larger at $81 million.*®^ 
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An investor viewing the 8-K chart might have reasonably 
concluded that, since the 201 1 fourth quarter VaR and the 2012 first 
quarter VaR were so similar, at $67 million and $69 million 
respectively, that the risk had not changed at the CIO or in its underlying 
portfolios. In fact, the risk had changed, and the SCP book was radically 
different. The 2012 portfolio was three times larger, with $157 billion in 
credit derivative notional value compared to $5 1 billion in 20 1 1 . In 
addition, the SCP held a new, complex mix of derivatives which had 
dramatically increased the portfolio’s risk since the end of 201 1. The 
fact that the CIO had replaced its VaR model with a new version that 
artificially lowered its VaR total overnight by 50% was nowhere 
mentioned in the 8-K filing. By omitting any mention of the model 
change and its significant impact on the CIO’s VaR results, the 
information about the CIO VaR that was provided by the bank on April 
1 1, by Sarah Youngwood to investors and analysts, and in the April 13 
form 8-K and accompanying earnings call to the public, provided an 
incomplete and erroneous picture of the risks then facing the CIO. 

The failure to disclose the change in methodology on April 1 3, 
either in the 8-K filing or during the earnings call, occurred even though 
the evidence indicates that both Mr. Braunstein and Mr. Dimon had been 
informed of the change at the time it was made in January 2012. Each 
had received multiple email communications about the expected 
reduction to be provided by CIO’s new VaR model. They had received 
the emails in the context of the CIO’s four-day breach of the bankwide 
VaR limit in January 2012 and were assured that the new CIO VaR 
model, which fed into the bankwide VaR, would produce a lower VaR 
result and so end the bankwide VaR breach. Under JPMorgan Chase 
policy, Mr. Dimon had to personally respond to breaches of the 


1630 1/23/2012 email from Market Risk Management - Reporting, JPMorgan Chase, to Jamie 
Dimon, JPMorgan Chase, and others, “APPROVAL NEEDED; JPMC 95 % lOQ VaR One-Off 
Limit Approval,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0001337-38; 1/20/2012 email from Market Risk Management - 
Reporting, JPMorgan Chase, to Jamie Dimon, JPMorgan Chase, and others, “JPMC 95% lOQ - 
VaR -Limit Excession Notification (COB 1/19/12)” JPM-CIO-PSI 0001890; 1/20/2012 email 
from Market Risk Management - Reporting, JPMorgan Chase, to Jamie Dimon, JPMorgan 
Chase, Douglas Braunstein, JPMorgan Chase, and others, “JPMC Firmwide VaR - Daily Update 
- cob 01/19/2012,” JPM-CIO'PSI 0002457; 1/27/2012 email from Market Risk Management - 
Reporting, JPMorgan Chase, to Jamie Dimon, JPMorgan Chase, Douglas Braunstein, JPMorgan 
Chase, and others, “JPMC Firmwide VaR- Daily Update - COB 01/26/2012,” JPM-CIO-PSI-H 
0001675 (“The new VaR model for CIO was approved by MRG and is expected to be 
implemented prior to month-end.”); 1/28/2012 email from John Hogan, JPMorgan Chase, to 
Jamie Dimon, JPMorgan Chase, “JPMC Firmwide VaR - Daily Update - COB 01/26/2012,” 
JPM-CIO-PSI-H 0001675 (“This should be the last day of firmwide VaR breach. A CIO model 
change is planned to go in this week-end. New VaR methodology approved (and now the same 
methodology as IB) reduces standalone Credit VaR by approx. $30 mio.”); i/30/2012 email from 
Market Risk Management - Reporting, JPMorgan Chase, to Jamie Dimon, JPMorgan Chase, 
Douglas Braunstein, JPMorgan Chase, and otiiers, “JPMC Firmwide VaR - Daily Update - COB 
1/27/2012 ” JPM-CIO-PSI 0001339 (“The Finn's 95% lOQ VaR as of cob 01/27/2012 is 
SlOSmm of the $I25mm limit, a decrease of $53mm from the prior day's revised VaR, driven by 
CIO (implementation of newly approved VaR model for synthetic credit).”); 2/2012 “CIO 
February 2012 Business Review,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0001940, at 942 (“Today’s Attendees, 
Operating Committee, Jamie Dimon, Doug Braunstein,” and others.). 
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bankwide VaR limit and, in this case, approve a temporary VaR limit 
increase to end the CIO’s breach. When the request was made of Mr. 
Dimon to temporarily increase the VaR limit, and he responded, “I 
approve” in an email, the rationale provided to him for raising the limit 
and ending the breach was that the CIO was going to soon have a new 
model that would reduce its VaR by 44%.“’^' Despite having received 
multiple emails and having approved a temporary VaR limit inerease, 
Mr. Dimon told the Subcommittee that he did not recall the CIO’s 
change to its VaR model and that he became aware of the issue only 
after “things blew up.”‘®^^ He told the Subcommittee that he had relied 
on his risk management staff to inform him about VaR model issues and 
provide additional details if there were a problem. Mr. Braunstein 
told the Subcommittee that he, too, despite receiving the emails, was not 
sure if he was aware in January that a new CIO VaR model had been 
adopted that month. 

In February 2012, the CIO’s VaR model change was again 
addressed during a CIO February Business Review meeting attended by 
both Mr. Braunstein and Mr. Dimon. Prior to the meeting, Mr. 
Braunstein and Mr. Dimon each received a presentation, reprinted 
below, which included a section entitled, “VaR Highlights,” describing 
the CIO’s new VaR model. 


See 1/20/2012 email from Market Risk Management - Reporting, JPMorgan Chase, to Jamie 
Dimon, JPMorgan Chase, and others, “JPMC Firmwide VaR - Daily Update - COB 
01/19/2012,” .IPM-CIO-PSI 0002457 (noting that the CIO’s “improved VaR model” will reduce 
the CIO’s VaR “by 44%”); I/20/20I2 email from Market Risk Management - Reporting, 
JPMorgan Chase, to Jamie Dimon, JPMorgan Chase, and others, “JPMC 95% 1 OQ VaR - Limit 
Excession Notification (COB 1/19/12),” JPM-CIO-PSI 0001890 (noting that the CIO’s 
“improved VaR model” will reduce the CIO’s VaR “by 44%”); 1/20/2012 email from Market 
Risk Management - Reporting, JPMorgan Chase, to Jamie Dimon, JPMorgan Chase, and others, 
“JPMC 95% lOQ- VaR -Limit Excession Notification (COB 1/19/12),” JPM-CIO-PSI 
0001890 (noting that the CIO’s “improved VaR model” will reduce the CIO’s VaR “by 44%”); 
1/23/2012 email from Market Risk Management- Reporting, JPMorgan Chase, to Jamie Dimon, 
JPMorgan Chase, and others, “APPROVAL NEEDED: JPMC 95 % lOQ VaR One-Off Limit 
Approval,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0004660 (noting that the CIO’s “improved VaR model” will reduce 
the CIO’s VaR “by 44%”); 1/23/2012 email from Jamie Dimon, JPMorgan Chase, to John 
Hogan, JPMorgan Chase, and others, “APPROVAL NEEDED: JPMC 95% lOQ VaR One-Off 
Limit Approval,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0001337 (Dimon expressing “I approve” to an email requesting 
an increase in the CIO’s VaR limit); 1/24/2012 email from Market Risk Management - 
Reporting, JPMorgan Chase, to Jamie Dimon, JPMorgan Chase, Douglas Braunstein, JPMorgan 
Chase, and others, “JPMC Firmwide VaR — Daily Update - COB 01/20/2012,” JPM-CIO-PSI 
0003346 (noting that the CIO’s “improved VaR model” will reduce the CIO’s VaR “by 44%”); 
1/24/2012 email from Market Risk Management - Reporting, JPMorgan Chase, to Jamie Dimon, 
JPMorgan Chase, Douglas Braunstein, JPMorg^ Chase, and others, “JPMC Firmwide VaR - 
Daily Update - COB 01/23/2012,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0003715 (noting that the CIO’s “improved 
VaR model” will reduce the CIO’s VaR “by 44%”). 

Subcommittee interview of Jamie Dimon, JPMorgan Chase (9/19/2012). 

Id. 

Subcommittee interview of Douglas Braunstein, JPMorgan Chase (9/12/2012). 

2/2012 “CIO February 2012 Business Review,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0001940, at 942 (“Today’s 
Attendees, Operating Committee, Jamie Dimon, Doug Braunstein,” and others.). 
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Source: 2/2012 presentation slide prepared by the CIO, “CIO Summary Risk Metrics,” which 
was part of a larger CIO presentation “CIO February 2012 Business Review,” at 1 7, JPM-CIO- 
PSI 0001940 [emphasis added with circles and arrow to denote changes in CIO VaR results]. 
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The “VaR Highlights” section explained that an “[ejnhanced VaR 
methodology ... [is] helping to reduce VaR and RWA usage” at the 
CIO 1636 II ^i^Q provided a line graph showing the trend in the CIO’s 
“Global” VaR totals, as reported in its 10-Q filings going back to 
January 2011. The line graph showed the VaR total peaking in January 
2012 at $120 million, followed by a precipitous decline.'^^ That decline 
was the result of the new VaR model which had reduced the CIO’s risk 
rating by 50%. 

Mr. Dimon told the Subcommittee that he did not specifically 
recall the February meeting, but stipulated that he saw the 
presentation.’*^* Mr. Braunstein told the Subcommittee that he attended 
the February Business Review, but that attendees usually did not go over 
every page of the presentation at the meeting and he did not recall the 
VaR highlights section.'*^* However, Irvin Goldman, then Chief Risk 
Officer for the CIO, told the Subcommittee that he specifically 
remembered going over the implementation of the new VaR 
methodology at the February meeting, and that there were no questions 
onit.'*^° 

No public disclosure of the January 27 change in CIO VaR 
methodology was made until May 10, 2012, the day that JPMorgan 
Chase also disclosed that the SCP had lost nearly $2 billion and was 
expected to lose more. On that date, Mr. Dimon described the change in 
the VaR models during a business update call.'*'" On that same day, 
JPMorgan Chase filed its 10-Q quarterly report, finalizing its first 
quarter financial results. The 10-Q report included a chart, reprinted 
below, with revised VaR results for the CIO during the first quarter, but 
unlike the business update call, did not publicly disclose and explain the 
CIO VaR model changes. 


Id. 

Subcommittee interview of Jamie Dimon, JPMorgan Chase (9/19/2012) (describing the “CIO 
February 2012 Business Review,” JPM-CIO-PSI 0001940). 

Subcommittee interview of Douglas Braunstein, JPMorgan Chase (9/12/2012). 

Subcommittee interview of Irvin Goldman, CIO (9/15/2012). 

5/10/2012 “Business Update Call,” JPMorgan Chase transcript, at 2-3, 
http://i.mktw.net/_newsimages/pdf/jpm-conference-calI.pdf(Mr. Dimon: “We are also 
amending a disclosure in the first quarter press release about CIO’s VAR, Value-at-Risk. We’d 
shown average VAR at 67. It will now be 129, In the first quarter, we implemented a new VAR 
model, which we now deemed inadequate. And we went back to the old one, which had been 
used for the prior several years, which we deemed to be more adequate.”). 
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Source: 5/10/2012 JPMorgan Chase & Co., Form 10-Q, at 73 [emphasis added with text box and 
outline of footnote to denote CIO VaR information]. 

In the chart, JPMorgan Chase disclosed a revised first quarter CIO 
VaR of S129 million, stating in a footnote that “CIO VaR presented 
above ... supersedes the Firm’s VaR disclosures included in its Form 8- 
K filed on April 13, 2012.”'®'*^ The revised first quarter CIO VaR in the 
1 0-Q was nearly double in size from what had been reported in the April 
8-K filing, which had reported CIO VaR totals of $69 million in the first 
quarter of 2012, and $67 million in the fourth quarter of 201 


5/10/2012 JPMorgan Chase & Co., Form 10-Q, at 73, 
http://investor.shareholder.com/jpmorganchase/secfiUng.cfiTi?filmgID=196I7-12-2I3. 

4/13/2012 JPMorgan Chase & Co., Form 8-K, at 42, 
http://files.sharehoider.eom/downloads/ONE/2063348229x0xS 1 1 93 125-1 2" 
161533/19617/fiiing.pdf. See also 2/29/2012, JPMorgan Chase & Co., Form 10-K, at 160, 
http://files.shareholder.eom/downloads/ONE/7275559219x0xS196l7-12-163/19617/filing.pdf 
(disclosing CIO average VaR in 201 1 to be $57 million, and in 2010, $61 million). 
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The 10-Q filing contained only a limited explanation for the 
revised CIO VaR results. A footnote provided an opaque statement that 
the new total was “calculated using a methodology consistent with the 
methodology used to calculate CIO’s VaR in 2011.” In addition, using 
language that did not appeeir in prior quarterly reports, the 10-Q filing 
stated: “The Firm’s VaR models are continuously evaluated and 
enhanced in response to changes in the composition of the Firm’s 
portfolios, changes in market conditions and dynamics, improvements in 
the Firm’s modeling techniques, systems capabilities, and other 
factors.”'*’"''' 

Together, the 10-Q statements do not plainly disclose that the CIO 
had replaced its old VaR model with a new one in January 2012, used 
that new model to calculate a much lower VaR for the CIO in the bank’s 
April 8-K filing, and then decided to stop using the new model and 
reinstate the prior model to calculate the CIO’s VaR total for the May 
10-Q filing. In addition, the bank omitted disclosing in its 10-Q filing 
that the bank had determined the original first quarter VaR was 
inaccurate and had understated the SCP risk by a significant amount. 

The bank also omitted any mention of the operational problems it had 
discovered in connection with the discarded VaR model. CIO 
management had discovered those problems only a few days after the 
April 8-K was filed, but waited nearly a month to publicly correct the 
CIO’s VaR results.'*"'^ 

On May 10, 2012, the day the 10-Q report was filed, JPMorgan 
Chase also held a “business update call” with analysts, investors, the 
media, and others. At the outset of the call, Mr. Dimon explained orally 
what wasn’t explained in the 1 0-Q filing: “In the first quarter, we 
implemented a new VAR model, which we now deemed inadequate. 
And we went back to the old one, which had been used for the prior 
several years, which we deemed to be more adequate.” In addition, 
when asked why the bank had made the VaR model change “in the first 
place,” Mr. Dimon responded: “There are constant changes and updates 
to models, always trying to get them better than they were before. That 
is an ongoing procedure.”'®''® In both explanations, Mr. Dimon omitted 
any mention of the fact that the CIO VaR model adopted in January 
2012 was not just “inadequate,” but had been determined by the bank to 


5/10/2012 JPMorgan Chase & Co., Fonn 10-Q, at 74, 
http://investor.shareholder.com/jpmorganchase/secfiUng.cfm?filingID=l 96 17-1 2-2 13. 

See 4/18/2012 email from Keith Stephan, CIO, to Achilles Maoris, CIO, and others, “CIO 
VaR,” JPM-CTO-PSI 0001205 (“FYI-we discovered an issue related to the VAR market data 
used in the calculation .... This means our reported standalone var for the five business days in 
the period 10-16’^ April was understated by apprx $10 [million].”). For more information, see 
Chapter V. 

5/10/2012 “Business Update Call,” JPMorgan Chase transcript, at 14, 
http://i. mktw.net/_newsimages/pdf/jpm-conference-call.pdf (in response to this question by an 
analyst; “And what caused you to change the VaR model in the first place? I mean you had 
something that was working and you changed it.”). 
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have understated the risk of loss by the SCP. The January VaR model 
had indicated, for example, that the most money the CIO could lose in a 
day was $67 million, yet on March 30, 2012, the SCP reported internally 
a daily loss of $3 1 9 million, four times greater than the VaR had 
predicted. On April 10, 2012, the SCP reported internally a daily loss of 
$415 million, a nonpublic figure five times larger than the original VaR. 
The developer of the new CIO VaR model told the Subcommittee that 
the loss of $415 million meant that the CIO VaR “model [wa]s 

,,1647 

wrong. 

Mr. Dimon stated during the May 10 call: “You should assume 
that we try to keep our readers update[d] about what we know and when 
we know it and it’s just a constant practice of the company. When 
making this statement, Mr. Dimon did not disclose that bank 
management had been aware of the significant impact of CIO’s VaR 
model change in January, but did not tell investors about the change. 
That information could and should have been, but was not, included in 
the bank’s April 8-K report, which was issued after word first broke 
about the whale trades. 

Ultimately, both Mr. Braunstein and Mr. Dimon claimed to the 
Subcommittee to have been personally unaware of the CIO’s VaR model 
change in January 2012, even though both executives received multiple 
email communications about the proposed new CIO VaR model, and the 
44% reduction it would have on the CIO’s VaR, later received a CIO 
presentation on how the model change had dramatically lowered the 
CIO’s VaR results, and, in at least one case, had the model change 
explained to them in person by the CIO’s Chief Risk Officer, Irvin 
Goldman, in February 2012. In the case of Mr. Dimon, he was informed 
about the new VaR model as part of his responsibility as CEO to 
approve breaches of Level 1 risk limits as well as a temporary increase 
in the bank’s VaR limit, a responsibility that the bank created as part of 
its risk management system and informed investors was in place. 

Earlier information on the timing and dollar impact of the new 
VaR model would have helped investors evaluate the risks and possible 
dollar losses associated with the CIO’s enlarged credit derivative 
holdings. The size of the change in the CIO’s VaR was sufficiently 
large that it likely would have attracted notice and prompted questions 
from investors as soon as it was disclosed. On April 13, a week after 
media reports exposed vulnerable SCP positions, which only the bank 
knew had wiped out the SCP’s 201 1 profits, investors were likely 
interested in accurately estimating the amount of money that could be 
lost by the CIO. The 8-K filing indicated that the maximum value-at- 


Subcommittee interview of Patrick Hagan, CIO (2/7/2013). 

1648 5/JQ/2012 “Business Update Call,” JPMorgan Chase transcript, at 4, 
http://i. mktw.net/_newsimages/pdf7jpm-conferBnce-caIl.pdf. 
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risk was $67 million, despite the fact that three days earlier, on April 10, 
the SCP had reported internally a daily loss of $415 million. 

When the change in CIO VaR was disclosed on May 10, along 
with the dramatically higher VaR results, it attracted questions from the 
marketplace.'^'*^ The bank’s head of investor relations received many 
questions about both CIO VaR models from different analysts, 
including: “When did you change VaR model?,”'^’’'* “What would have 
happened if we [the bank] had not changed the VaR model?, “How 
long was the 2012 model data tested?,”'^^^ and, “As an analyst, you 
displayed a VaR under a model and didn’t disclose the new model and 
would have loved to know what the difference was in the VaR using the 
two different models.”'*^^ Had the same VaR information been 
disclosed in April, it would likely have been of interest then, as well. 

In explaining the VaR to the Subcommittee, Mr. Dimon 
downplayed its importance to investors as a risk measure, characterizing 
it as “deceptive,” but he also admitted that a VaR of $ 1 50 million would 
have caused investors to possibly “ask about it.”'®^'* The OCC 
Examiner-In-Charge at JPMorgan Chase, Scott Waterhouse, also 
thought that a big VaR change would have triggered questions. As Mr. 
Waterhouse explained, a change in VaR from $69 million to $67 million 
is not important, but a change from $69 million to $129 million would 
have led him to “ask questions: Why did it go up? Did the model 
change? Did they buy something?”'*” JPMorgan Chase’s April 13 
VaR disclosure - coming on the heels of the media reports about the 
whale trades - masked the risk increase in the CIO in a way that likely 
fended off potential questions from investors. 


See, e.g., 5/1 1/2012 email from Sarah Youngwood, JPMorgan Chase, to Jamie Dimon, 
JPMorgan Chase, and others, “10-Q call - Buyside and seilside comments (6),” JPM-CIO-PSI 
0014803 (summarizing questions from analysts); 5/1 1/2012 email from Sarah Youngwood, 
JPMorgan Chase, to Jamie Dimon, JPMorgan Chase, and others, “10-Q call - Buyside and 
seilside comments (2),” JPM-CIO-PSI 001 7754 (“What was the sequence of the events? When 
did you back to the old model?”); Id., at 755 (“Did you restate the 1 2/3 1 VaR? Did Jamie say 
that the old model was inadequate?” and “Restated VaR. On what?”); 5/14/2012 email from 
Sarah Youngwood, JPMorgan Chase, to Jamie Dimon, JPMorgan Chase, and others, “lO-Q call - 
Buyside and seilside comments (10),” JPM-CIO-PSI 0018241 (“When you put out your 20 11 
1 OK, did you use the 20 1 1 model for VaR? In April did you disclose that you changed models? 
... Is the increase in VaR all from the CIO office? Is it all related to the articles of the London 
Whale?”); 5/1 1/2012 email from Sarah Youngwood, JPMorgan Chase, to Jamie Dimon, 
JPMorgan Chase, and others, “10-Q call - Buyside and seilside comments (4),” JPM-CIO-PSI 
00 1 7987 (“Regarding the escalation of the issue, if you were using the old VaR model, do you 
think this would have hit the dashboard earlier?”). 

1650 j/ 2012 email from Sarah Youngwood, JPMorgan Chase, to Jamie Dimon, JPMorgan 

Chase, and others, “10-Q call - Buyside and seilside comments (6),” JPM-CIO-PSI 0014803. 

5/1 1/2012 email from Sarah Youngwood, JPMorgan Chase, to Jamie Dimon, JPMorgan 
Chase, and others, “10-Q call - Buyside and seilside comments (4),” JPM-ClO-PSl 0017987. 

1653 5/14/2012 email from Sarah Youngwood, JPMorgan Chase, to Jamie Dimon, JPMorgan 
Chase, and others, “10-Q call - Buyside and seilside comments (10),” JPM-CIO-PSI 0018241. 

Subcommittee inteiwiew of Jamie Dimon, JPMorgan Chase (9/19/2012). 

Subcommittee interview of Scott Waterhoi^e, OCC (9/17/2012). 
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D. Analysis 

As 2012 unfolded, the losses associated with the Synthetic Credit 
Portfolio continued to mount. When asked why its April statements 
were so positive in light of the ongoing, serious problems with the SCP, 
multiple senior JPMorgan Chase executives told the Subcommittee that 
the bank, like the traders, initially believed the SCP positions would 
“mean revert,” that is, return to their prior profitability.'^^'’ Bank 
representatives explained that the credit derivative markets were not 
behaving in line with historic norms, and it was likely that the norms 
would return, and with them, the SCP gains. The markets, however, 
were not behaving in line with historic norms, in large part because the 
CIO traders had distorted them by engaging in massive trades and 
accumulating massive positions of synthetic instruments in markets with 
few participants.’*"* When the CIO traders finally stopped buying and 
started to exit their positions, changes in the value of the very indices 
that the CIO had overwhelmed made it even more difficult to exit them 
without incurring huge losses.'*""’ 

When the SCP’s massive trades were made public on April 6, 
2012, the bank initially responded by volunteering an inaccurate 
description of the SCP. The extensive problems surrounding the SCP as 
discussed throughout this Report - the tripling of the portfolio’s size, its 
concentrated positions that required weeks or months to exit, its 
escalating losses that were being underreported, its ongoing risk limit 
breaches, and the risk models that masked the SCP’s true risk profile - 
were concealed behind expansive statements that the bank was 
comfortable with its positions and that the concerns raised in the media 
were a tempest in a teapot. The evidence suggests that the bank initially 
mischaracterized or omitted mention of the SCP problems, not just 


See, e.g.. Subcommittee interview of Michael Cavanagh, JPMorgan Chase (12/12/2012); 
2013 JPMorgan Chase Task Force Report, at 5, 65 n.79, 68, 71, & 89. Some bank 
representatives also explained that the bank was sensitive to providing position information that 
could be used against it in the marketplace, but that reasoning offers no defense to volunteering 
misleading information to investors. “Rule 10b-5(b) do[cs] not create an affirmative duty to 
disclose any and ail material information. Disclosure is required under th[is] provision only 
when necessary ‘to make . . . statements made, in light of the circumstances under which they 
were made, not misleading .... Even with respect to information that a reasonable investor might 
consider material, companies can control what they have to disclose under these provisions by 
controlling what they say to the market.” Matrixx Initiatives, Inc, v. Siracusano. 1318. Ct. 1309, 
1321-21 (2011). 

Subcommittee interviews of Douglas Braimstein, JPMorgan Chase (9/12/2012) and Michael 
Cavanagh, JPMorgan Chase (12/12/2012). 

See discussion in Chapter III. For example, an April 2012 analysis stated that, at the end of 
March, the SCP held an $82 billion long position in the IG9 index alone, which comprised nearly 
half the market in that index. See DTCC presentation to Subcommittee (9/27/2012) at 2, PSi- 
DTCC~01-000001 (showing total CDX IG9 untranched trading to total approximately $150 
billion). 

A chart prepared by the bank shows a general decline in credit spreads for the IG9 credit 
index from January 2012 until March 23, 2012, the day Ina Drew told the traders to stop trading, 
after which the prices began to rebound. See, e.g., undated chart entitled, “Credit Spreads on 
IG9 Index," prepared by JPMorgan Chase, JPM-CIO-PSI 0002062, reprinted in Chapter III. 
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because it believed the SCP would recover, but also because JPMorgan 
Chase likely understood the market would move against it even more if 
those facts were known. And once those facts were known, that is 
exactly how the market reacted, dropping the value of the bank’s stock 
by 25% in the weeks following the SCP disclosures in the bank’s May 
10-Q filing. The bank’s initial claims that its risk managers and 
regulators were fully informed and engaged, and that the SCP was 
invested in long-term, risk-reducing hedges allowed by the Volcker 
Rule, were fictions irreconcilable with the bank’s obligation to provide 
material information to its investors in an accurate manner. 

# # # 
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Growth of Synthetic Credit Portfolio 

(In Billions) 
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Source: Subcommittee chart created from data provided by JPMorgan Chase, JPM-CIO-PSI 0037609. 
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Synthetic Credit Portfolio Daily Profits and Losses 



Apr-24 




Synthetic Credit Portfolio Aggregate Profits and Losses 



Source: Subcommittee chart created from data provided by OCC spreadsheet, OCC-SPI-00000298. Numbers do not reflect restated P&L figures. 
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Synthetic Credit Portfolio Risk Limit Breaches 




New M<5delJ;mplemented; Old Model Later Restored 
ll",,, ^ '•-‘‘"^Wou d ll.Ae B-O!. Ir. M c.vh 
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CIO VaR 
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CIO MTM 
Stress-Loss 


2012 


January 
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March 


April 

(1-13) 


* Tested Weekly. See 5/13/2012 “Discussion Materials,” OCC-SPI-00000023, at 030. 

Source: Subcommittee chart created from data provided by JPMorgan Chase, JPM-CiO-PSI 0000628. 
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Value- at-Risk for the CIO (lOQ VaR) 
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Source: Subcommittee chart created from data provided by JPMorgan Chase, JPMC-Senate/Levin 000155-6. 
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Inaccurate Public Statements on April 13, 2012 


• Risk Managers: “All of those positions are put on pursuant to the risk management 
at the firm-wide level.” 



Regulators: “[A]ll those positions are fully transparent to the regulators.” 

Long-Term Decisions: “All of those decisions are made on a very long-term 
basis.” 

Hedging: “[W]e also need to manage the stress loss associated with that portfolio 
... so we have put on positions to manage for a significant stress event in Credit. 
We have had that position on for many years ....” 


• Volcker Rule: “[W]e believe all of this is consistent with what we believe the 
ultimate outcome will be related to Volcker.” 


Source: 4/13/2012 “Edited Transcript JPM - Q1 JPMorgan Chase & Co. Earnings Conference Call," JPM-CIO-PSI 0001151. 
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Synthetic Credit Portfolio 
Internal Profits and Loss Reports 

January - May 2012 


Synthetic Credit Portfolio - Daily and YTD 
January 1, 2012 through May 15 

Profit and Loss 

2012 

Tracing 
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Source: Subcommittee chart created from data provided by OCC spreadsheet, OCC-SPI-00000298. Numbers do not reflect restated P&L figures. 
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2011 CIO Compensation 


Investment Bank Comparables 


$14 

$12 
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Timeline: Key Events in JPMorgan Chase Whale Trades 


Nov. 2006 

Bank authorizes Chief Investment Office (CIO) to trade credit derivatives. 

2008 

Synthetic Credit Portfolio (SCP) acquires its name. 

2009 

As financial crisis eases, SCP earns $1 billion. 

2010 

OCC examines CIO investment portfolios; SCP is not explicitly mentioned. OCC requires 
documentation of investment decisions; Ina Drew criticizes OCC intrusiveness. 

2011 

Over 2011, SCP’s notional size increases tenfold from $4 billion to $51 billion. 

Nov. 2011 

SCP makes $1 billion credit derivatives bet for gain of $400 million. 

Dec. 2011 

Bank & CIO managers decide improving economy lessens need for credit protection. 

Jamie Dimon instructs Ina Drew to reduce the CIO’s Risk Weighted Assete (RWA). 

Dec. 22, 2011 

CIO traders propose reducing RWA, in part, by manipulating models. CIO quantitative 
head Pat Hagan develops CIO models that artificially lower SCP risk results. 

Jan. 6, 2012 

SCP trading breaches CSOl risk limit; breach continues and increases until CIO risk 
metrics are overhauled in May. 

Jan. 16-20,2012 

SCP trading causes four-day breach in bankwide VaR; breach reported to Jamie Dimon. 

Jan. 23, 2012 

Dimon and Chief Risk Officer John Hogan approve a temporary bankwide VaR limit 
increase to end the breach; told a new CIO VaR model will reduce CIO’s VaR by 44%. 

Jan. 27, 2012 

CIO names SCP for the first time in a routine VaR report to OCC. 

New VaR model approval is rushed through and drops CIO’s VaR overnight by 50%. 

Late Jan, 2012 

SCP losses escalate, CIO traders begin mismarking SCP values to minimize losses. 

Late Jan. 2012 

CIO trader Bruno Iksil gives presentation showing SCP lost $100 million in January and 
could lose $300 million more; proposes “trades that make sense” - buying more longs to 
offset losses and reduce RWA. 

OCC holds standard quarterly meeting with CIO; told SCP would be reduced. 

Feb. 2012 

Over February, SCP loses another $69 million. 

Mar. 2,2012 

Comprehensive Risk Measure (CRM) used to calculate RWA indicates SCP could lose up 
to $6.3 billion in 2012, in worst case scenario. CIO risk manager calls result “garbage.” 

Mid-Mar. 2012 

Julien Grout, SCP trader, keeps 5-day spreadsheet showing reported SCP values deviated 
from midpoint prices by over $400 million. Trader Bruno Iksil calls SCP’s booked values 
“idiotic” and calls SCP book “more and more monstrous.” 

Over two weeks, CIO traders acquire $40 billion more in multiple long credit derivatives, 
in what OCC called “doubling down” on an already losing trading strategy. 

Mar. 20, 2012 

Traders Iksil and Grout report internally $40 million loss, largest SCP loss to date, and a 
$600-800 million “lag” in SCP book, but Ina Drew says she did not read the email. 


Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations 

EXHIBIT #li 
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Timeline: Key Events in JPMorgan Chase Whale Trades 


Mar. 23,2012 

Ms. Drew orders “phones down” and stops SCP trading. 

SCP trading breaches CSW10% limit; it continues until risk metrics overhauled in May. 

Mar. 29, 2012 

SCP trading breaches CIO Stress Loss limit, which is tested weekly, through April. 

Mar. 31, 2012 

At quarter end, SCP’s notional size triples from $51 billion to $157 billion, and SCP flips 
from net short to net long. Total quarterly losses reported intemally as nearly $719 million. 

CIO London office head Achilles Macris says he’s “lost confidence” in his team, SCP has 
moved into “crisis mode.” 

Apr. 5, 2012 

After media inquiries, bank prepares talking points that SCP is a “hedge” and regulators 
were “fully” informed of trades, but then drops both words from talking points. 

Apr. 6, 2012 

Bloomberg and Wall Street Journal report whale trades by JPM CIO office in London. 

Apr. 9,2012 

Senate confirms new Comptroller of the Currency, Thomas Curry. 

Regulators have first meeting with JPM on whale trades; bank downplays any problem. 

Apr. 10, 2012 

CIO traders report internal SCP daily loss of $6 million, then 90 minutes later, different 
credit derivative values leading to a loss of $400 million. 

Apr. 11,2012 

—Bank’s chief spokesman, Joe Evangelist!, quoted saying whale trades were a “hedge” of 
bank’s overall risk.” 

-To prepare for earnings call, bank executives receive SCP presentation showing, in a 
financial crisis, SCP would not offset bank losses, but lose $250 million. SCP also lost 
money in 3 negative credit scenarios, showing it wasn’t hedging bank’s credit risks. 

Apr. 13, 2012 

Bank executives learn SCP positions are huge & hard to exit; SCP reports $1.2 billion loss. 

Bank files 8-K form previewing first quarter earnings and holds earnings call. 

—Bank CEO Jamie Dimon calls whale trade stories “a complete tempest in a teapot.” 

-With respect to SCP, Chief Financial Officer Doug Braunstein says: 

-“All of those positions arc put on pursuant to risk management at the firm-wide level.” 

— “[A]ll those positions are fully transparent to the regulators” who get “information on 
those positions on a regular and recurring basis as part of our normalized reporting.” 

— “All of those decisions are made on a very long-term basis.” 

--“[W]e also need to manage the stress loss associated with that portfolio ... so 
we have put on positions to manage for a significant stress event in Credit.” 

"“[W]e believe all of this is consistent with what we believe the ultimate outcome will 
be related to Volcker.” 

8-K filing discloses CIO’s VaR results, but not the January change in CIO’s VaR model. 

Apr. 19, 2012 

OCC inquires for first time about CIO breaches, including CSOl breach of over 1,000% for 
71 days. CIO Chief Market Risk Officer, Peter Weiland, tells OCC that risk limit will be 
replaced with something more “sensible” in the future. 
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Timeline: Key Events in JPMorgan Chase Whale Trades 


Apr. 27, 2012 

Bank’ s Chief Risk Officer John Hogan dispatches Ashley Bacon, his deputy, to London 

CIO office to analyze SCP. 

May 4, 2012 

Bank calls OCC Examiner-in-Charge Scott Waterhouse to disclose SCP loss of $1.6 
billion; internally, losses were reported to be $2.3 billion. 

May 9, 2012 

Bank meets with OCC; Chief Risk Officer John Hogan denies SCP books were mismarked, 
despite collateral valuation disputes. 

May 10,2012 

Bank’s Controller validates SCP marks, even though the marks were $512 million off the 
midpoints, were “aggressive,” consistently favored the bank, and minimized SCP losses. 

Bank files 10-Q form finalizing first quarter earnings and holds business update call. Mr. 
Dimon discloses: 

—SCP in much worse shape than disclosed a month earlier. 

—SCP lost $2 billion in second quarter. (Internally, losses reported as $2.8 billion.) 

— “[T]he synthetic credit portfolio was a strategy to hedge the Firm’s overall credit 


exposure.... We’re reducing that hedge.” Calls SCP a hedge 8 times during call. 

—“In the first quarter, we implemented a new VAR model, which we now deemed 
inadequate. And we went back to the old one, which had been used for the prior 
several years, which we deemed to be more adequate.” 10-Q filing does not 
clearly disclose that same information. 

May 11, 2012 

Internally, bank reports SCP daily loss of $570 million, its largest; no public disclosure. 

May 14, 2012 

Bank fires London CIO personnel: Achilles Maoris, Javier Martin-Artajo, Bruno Iksil. 

Ina Drew, CIO head, retires from JPMorgan Chase. 

June 2012 

Bank discloses SCP has lost $4.4 billion. 

July 13,2012 

Bank restates first quarter profits, disclosing additional SCP losses of $660 million. 

Fourth quarter 

OCC issues six Supervisoiy Letters with 20 Matters Requiring Attention involving CIO, 

Deo. 2012 

SCP losses for the year total $6.2 billion. SCP has been dismantled, with most credit 
derivatives transferred to JPMorgan Investment Bank. 

Jan. 2013 

Bank releases management task force report on whale trades. 

OCC issues Cease and Desist Order requiring JPMorgan Chase to take corrective actions. 


Prepared by U.S. Senate Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations, March 2012. 
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Chief Investment Office - Direct Reports 



CONFIDENTIAL TREATMENT REQUESTED BY J.P. MORGAN CHASE & CO. 


JPM-CJO-PSI 0001876 
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International CIO 



•Reports to Phy Lewis - CIO aoba! COO 
“Reports to John Wilmbt- CIO Globai CFO 


CONFIDENTIAL TREATMENT REQUESTED BY J.P. MORGAN CHASE & CO. 


JPM-CIO-PSI 0001879 
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International Chief Investment Office 

Equity and Credit 



Julien Grout 


Alexandra Borione 


Swen Nicoiaiis 


Ed HK! 


Luis Buraya 


Vladimir Alek^ 


Andrew Penyman 


Paul Southern 


Eric Lu 


Ashtsh Goya! 


Takashi Makrta 


CONFIDENTIAL TREATMENT REQUESTED BY J.P. MORGAN CHASE & CO. JPM.CIO-PSI 0001S80 
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CIO RISK MANAGEMENT TEAM 



- London Risk Taam 


CONFIDENTIAL TREATMENT REQUESTED BY J.P. MORGAN CHASE & CO. 


JPM-CtO-PSI 0001885 
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Testimony of Jamie Dimon 
Chairman & CEO, JPMorgan Chase &Co. 

Before the U.5. Senate Committee on Banking, Housing and Urban Affairs 
Washington> D.C. 

June 13, 2012 

Chairman Johnson, Ranking Member Shelby, and Members of the Committee, i am appearing today to 
discuss recent losses in a portfolio held by JPMorgan Chase's Chief Investment Office (CIO). These losses 
have generated considerable attention, and while we are still reviewing the facts, I will explain 
everything 1 can to the extent possible. 

JPMorgan Chase's six lines of business provide a broad array of financial products and services to 
individuals, small and large businesses, governmervts and non-profits. These include deposit accounts, 
loans, credit cards, mortgages, capital markets advice, mutual funds and other investments. 

What does the Chief investment Office do? 

Like many banks, we have more deposits than loans - at quarter end, we held approximately $1.1 
trillion In deposits and $700 billion in loans. CIO, along with our Treasury unit, invests excess cash in a 
portfolio that includes Treasuries, agencies, mortgage-backed securities, high quality securities, 
corporate debt and other domestic and overseas assets. This portfolio serves as an important source of 
liquidity and maintains an average rating of AA+. It also serves as an important vehicle for managing the 
assets and liabilities of the consolidated company. In short, the bulk of CIO's responsibility is to manage 
an approximately $350 billion portfolio in a conservative manner. 

While CI0‘s primary purpose is to invest excess liabilities and manage long-term interest rate and 
currency exposure, it also maintains a smaller synthetic credit portfolio whose original intent was to 
protect - or "hedge" - the company against a systemic event, like the financial crisis or Eurozone 
situation. Among the largest risks we have as a bank are the potential credit losses we could incur from 
the loans we make. The recent problems in CIO occurred In this separate area of CIO's responsibility: 
the synthetic credit portfolio. This portfolio was designed to generate modest returns in a benign credit 
environment and more substantial returns In a stressed environment. And as the financial crisis 
unfolded, the portfolio performed as expected, producing income and gains to offset some of the credit 
losses we were experiencing. 

What Happened? 

In December 2011, as part of a firmwide effort in anticipation of new Basel capital requirements, we 
instructed CIO to reduce risk-weighted assets and associated risk.. To achieve this in the synthetic credit 
portfolio, the CIO could have simply reduced its existing positions; instead, starting in mid-January, it 
embarked on a complex strategy that entailed adding positions that it believed would offset the existing 
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ones. This strategy, however, ended up creating a portfoHo that was larger and ultimately resulted in 
even more complex and hard-to-mar>age risks. 

This portfolio morphed into something that, rather than protect the Firm, created new and potentially 
larger risks. As a result, we have let a lot of people down, and we are sorry for it. 

What Went Wrong? 

We believe now that a series of events led to the difficulties in the synthetic credit portfolio. Among 
them; 

• CIO's strategy for reducing the synthetic credit portfolio was poorly conceived and vetted. The . 
strategy was not carefully analyzed or subjected to rigorous stress testing within CIO and was not 
reviewed outside CIO. 

• In hindsight, CIO's traders did not have the requisite understanding of the risks they took. When the 
positions began to experience losses In March and early April, they Incorrectly concluded that those 
losses were the result of anomalous and temporary market movements, and therefore were likely to 
reverse themselves. 

• The risk limits for the synthetic credit portfolio should have been specific to the portfolio and much 
more granular, i.e., only allowing lower limits on each specific risk being taken. 

• Personnel in key control roles in CIO were in transition and risk control functions were generally 
ineffective in challenging the judgment of CIO's trading personnel. Risk committee structures and 
processes In CIO were not as forma! or robust as they should have been. 

• CIO, particularly the synthetic credit portfolio, should have gotten more scrutiny from both senior 
management and the firmwide risk control function. 

Steps Taken 

In response to this incident, we have taken a number of important actions to guard against arty 
recurrence. 

• We have appointed new leadership for CIO, including Matt Zames, a world class risk manager, as the 
Head of CIO. We have also installed a new CIO Chief Risk Officer, Chief Financial Officer, Global 
Controller and head of Europe. This new team has already revamped CIO risk governance, instituted 
more granular limits across CIO and ensured that appropriate risk parameters are in place. 

• Importantly, ourteam has made real progress in aggressively analyzing, managing and reducing our 
risk going forward. While this does not reduce the losses already incurred and does not preclude 
future losses, it does reduce the probability and magnitude of future losses. 

• We also have established a new risk committee structure for CIO and our corporate sector. 

• We are also conducting an extensive review of this Incident, led by Mike Cavanagh, who served as 
the company's Chief Financial Officer during the financial crisis and is currently CEO of our Treasury 
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Si Securities Services business. The review, which is being assisted by our Legal Department and 
outside counsel, also includes the heads of our Risk, Finance, Human Resources and Audit groups. 

Our Board of Directors is independently overseeing'and guiding these efforts, including any 
additional corrective actions. . 

• When we make mistakes, we take them seriously and often are our own toughest critic. In the 

normal course of business, we apply lessons learned to the entire Firm. While we can never say we 
won't make mistakes - in fact, we know we will — we do believe this to be an isolated event. 

Perspective 

We will not make light of these losses, but they should be put into perspective. We will lose some of our 
shareholders' money - and for that, we feel terrible - but no client, customer or taxpayer money was 
impacted by this incident. 

Our fortress balance sheet remains intact: as of quarter end, we held $190 billion in equity and well 
over $30 billion in loan loss reserves. We maintain extremely strong capital ratios which remain far in 
excess of regulatory capital standards. As of March 31, 2012, our Basel I Tier 1 common ratio was 
10.4%; our estimated Basel III Tier 1 common ratio is at 8.2% - both among the highest levels in the 
banking sector.' We expect both of these numbers to be higher by the end of the year. 

All of our lines of business remain profrtable and continue to serve consumers and businesses. While 
there are still two weeks left in our second quarter, we expect our quarter to be solidly profitable. 

In short, our strong capital position and diversified business model did what they were supposed to do: 
cushion us against an unexpected loss in one area of our business. 

While this incident is embarrassing, it should not and will not detract our employees from our main 
mission: to serve clients -consumers and corhpanies-and communities around the globe. 

• In just the first quarter of this year, we provided $62 billion of credit to consumers. 

• Over the same period we provided $116 billion of credit to mid-sized companies that are the engine 
of growth for our economy, up 16% year on year. 

• For America's largest companies, we raised orient $368 billion of capital in the first quarter to help 
them build and expand around the world. 

• We are one of the largest small business lenders and the leading Srhall Business Administration 
lender in America, providing $17 billion in credit to small businesses in 2011, up 70% year on year. In 
the first quarter, we provided over $4 billion of credit to small businesses, up 35% year on year. 

• Even in this difficult economy, we have hired thousands of new employees across the country— over 
61,000 since January 2008. We also have hired nearly 4,000 veterans over the past two years, in ■ 


’ On June 7°', the Federal Reserve Board issued proposed Basel III rules, and we will be reviewing these ratios under the proposal. 
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addition to the thousands of veterans who already worked at our Firm. We founded the "100,000 
Jobs Mission" - a partnership with 45 other companies to hire 100,000 veterans by the year 2020. 

• Recently, we launched a groundbreaking and consumer-friendly reloadable card - Chase Liquid - 
that offers customers financial control and flexibility. 

• And over the past three years, in the face of significant economic headwinds, we made the decision 
not to retrench - but to step up -as we did with markets In turmoil when we were the only bank 
willing to commit to lend $4 billion to the state of California, $2 billion to the state of New Jersey 
and $1 billion to the state of Illinois. 

All of these activities come with risk. And just as we have remained focused on serving our clients, we 
have also remained focused on managing the risks of our business, particularly given toda/s 
considerable global economic and financial volatility. 

Last, I would like to say that in the face of these recent losses, we have come together as a Firm, 
acknowledged our mistakes, and committed ourselves to fixing them. We will learn from this incident 
and my conviction is that we will emerge from this moment a stronger, smarter, better company. 

Thank you, and I'd welcorhe any questions you might have. 
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From: 

To: 

CC: 

Sent: 

Subject: 

Attachments: 


Mcinemey, James A 

Dianne.Dobbeck@ny.frb.org: \Afaterhousfe, Scott; Wfetettiouse (Regulator), Scott X; Si^livan, Michael; 
Crumlish, Fred; cneedham@FDIC.gov; Oarya@FDIC.gov; Arya(Regu!ator), Om; jyao@fdic.gov 
Genova, Diane M.; Gunselman, Gregg B; HH, 

7/24/2012 8:08:37 PM 

CIO: Resporee to Regulator Requests on hBIA, Rsk Tolerance and Follow.-up VaR model questions 
CIO Risk Appetite 2010 FINALPDF; CDS amendmeri CDS Residential MBS-doazip; Credit & 
Equity-pdf.zip; NBIA Amendmertf_ITRAXX_CMBX-docjap; NBlA_am_Sov_CDS-doc.zip 


CONFIDENTIAL 

As requested, please see our response to yoix questions onNBlA, Risk Tolerance and the VaR Mode!: 

1) NBiA: Attached is the NBlAforthe CIO relating to Credit and Equty Capability iri NA and EMEA. The- approval 
document lists the initiative Sponsors, the Key Contacts and the Workirig Group members. There are emails attached 
to the document evidencing the individual approvals. Abo attached are the approvals for additional activities within 
CIO: Sovereign CDS Trading, Credit Default Swaps refererv^ing Residential Mortgage Backed Securities and Credit 
Default Swaps referencing Markit CMBX index. 

2) Risk Tolerance: Attached is the presentation made to the Risk Working Groip on September 16. 2010. 

3) Foltow up to VaR model questions: Patrick Hagan will attend a meeting vwth you tomorrow and is prepared to give 
oral answers to your questions relating the VaR model. 


Kind regards, 
lira Mclnerney 

Vice President&Assistant General Counsel 
jPMorgan Chase Bank, N.A. 

Mortgage Banking Legal Department • 

237 Park'Avenue 
New York, New York 10017 
Direct (212] 622-0560 
. |ames.a.mcinerney@|pmchase.com 


I Permanent Subcommittee on Investleations I 

EXHIBIT #4 I 


BANK PROPRIETARY AND/OR TRADE INF( 


OCC-SPI-00081611 




532 


05/22/2008 


15:32 • 2128346550- 


EXCERPT 


PAGE 01/30 


Chief Investmajt Office 
New Business Initiative. Approval 
Executive Summary 


Name of Initiative 

Credit and Eonitv Capability 

FortfoIiofsVR^oitfsl 

NA/EMEA 

Initiative Spot^r 

A cihiiles Maais, Andv Panzores 

Initiative Approver 


Brief Initiative l>escr{ptioii 

CIO needs broad product capaWlity/eypettise tg dynamcally allocate 
capital and invest across asset classes, as 'well as to eSectively manage 
Tssidiial eiqiomics (seated by the Firm’s qsemting businesses. The key 
areas where CIO needs to initially build oot its product capability are in 
Credit & Equities. 

Economic Rational for 

Proceeding 

Credit 

■ The Firm has large cyclical exposure to cmfit, 'which is the single 
largest lid; emteentntiOD from the eperoting bosinssses. 

V Credit exposoreand capital are mcreasin^y iungible (Basel 11). 

■ QO to add oedit capabilities to manage macro overlay pro grans 
EimOar to inteiESt rates, mongages, and foreign exchange. 

Equity: 

Provides QO witii cap^iiity to opportunistically allocate a^ilal ta 
equities to: 

■ Refine and target exiting macro views. 

■ C(V£pIeiRent QO’s existing product upabthry in constructing 
macro hedges over die economic cycle. 

Key Cbange From Cerrent 
Activity 

Credit 

CIO cnruntly has very tindted ^edit capability, mainly being confuted to 
yield enhaflccmea: stnt^es. This initiative provide the platform to 

build GO'S capability m order to allow CIO TO manage corporate oedit ! 
exposures and dtvecsi^ its asset classes. 

Eqtiity: 


1 Redacted by the 1 

1 Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations 1 

j 

Changes to Operational 

Processes CTO vnHrelv on the Ecpatvl>rivatives Group (HXJJsuDDortrnodcl This 
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wiB be deSEmimcdaadgavaaedly a Service C30wiE 

lebb) ownctship of baiaoce sheet substaiitiztian. 


Key Risk Issues 

aO win be reliant upon fits EDO middle ofBcc processing and 
cortSnnatioQ activi^. 'nits will be address^ via SLA between CIO and 
EDGsi^jpon. 

Risk Rating (1, 2 or 3) 

2 ' Medium 

New products and aystems to QD, bat not to Ac Firm 

Prioritv Ratine fA B or Q 

A-Hieh 

Other Signliicant htformation 


Target Lannch Date 


Bate Autiioriz^ to Proceed with 
Develosment 



Guidance ; 

Initiative Approver, aothorizcs ioidative developnwi^ af^ees Ac imtiativc iaxmd) and pnoritizES initiatives ftit 
development. Tbeinitiativcs^ipfovef abouldbea diiectTeportofdicClO. 

Initiative Sponsor; tiie Sponsor should tjpicelly be a Portfolio Manager. 

lUsk iRating h bait^ on iocrem^tal risk and materialify of ri^ change: 

1 - High Risk - Jigrt^aw mcrmcnial risk - new businesB foe Ae area, sigmficsnt roaidnal risk after ride manageiiRn^ 

manually intensive eavironroertt, considrrable legal apss border issues, significain cSbrt for Regulator 

approval, mfrastnictore under sties®, m^ar investment of ca^ntal, sigoi&ant balance sheet ntplication 

2 - Meilhim Risk - moderale ina-emmial ruk - multiple rihk contro} areas arc afBwtcd requiring cross discussiaa about 
Ae risks arid operational considoaiions. 

3 - Low Risk - Httle incmmaitaJ risk - implementation of a vanflla nriliative requiring fee involvement of several risk 
control aroa^ where only tninac coneeiDS are smicipaicd. 
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JPIVIorganChase O 


Chief Investment Office 
New Business Initiative Approval 
Proposal 


Credit & Equity Capability 


Initiative Sponsor 

A^n11c$ Muds, 
AndvPanairu 

Key Contact 

Reger KibWe-Whhe, 
Aliso' Oiovannenj, , 
Brmdon KonigslKrg. 
Bannie Kindler, 
luen Hushes 

Elate Autborizatioa to Develop Received 


Tareet Launcb Pate 
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Table of Coatoits 



1. Proposal Summary 

2 . Working Groap & Approver List 

3. Initiative Overview 

4 . Trade & Legal Entity Flow 

5. Market Risk/VCG/Credit Risk 

6. Finance - Accounting 

7- Finance “Regulatory Capital 

8. Finance - Controls 

9. T&O - Tecbnoiogy 

10. T&O - Operations 

11. Tax 

12. Legal 

13. Compliance 

14. Funding 

15. Audit 

Appendix 1 ; CFTC Speculative FositiOfi Limits 
Appendix 3; Non-Statistical limits 
Appendix 3t System Architecture 
Appendix 4: Equity Sector Index Futures 
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1. Proposal Summary 


Name of Initiative 

Cre^t ^ Equity C^bOi^ 

FortfoUo(s)/Reg^03is(s) 

na/emea 

Initiative Sponsor 

Adnite Maoris, Aafy PHnzjaes 

Wtistive Approver 


Brief MUative Pescription 

CfO needs broad prodnet capabfljty/cjcpertise to dynamicaUy ailoeate 
cepM and inveu across asset classes, as well as to ef^cdvely manage 
residual ejtposort* created by the Piim’s opsiating busiaKS«i. The key 
areas Mteie CIO nsetib to bnud out its protect capabili^ are in Credit & 
Equities, . 

Economic rationale for proceeding 

Quit 

■ The Finn has large qchca] exposure to cedit, tvbich is die single 
largest risk concentration ftom dw operatmg businesses. 

■ Credit oqMsure and ciqnta] are rnCFeasingly fungible (Basel H). 

■ CIO to add credit c^sbOitieii to msnage macro overisy piogi'ams 
<»roi1gr to iDteiest rates, mortgages, and foreign exchange. 

Equity: 

Provides CIO with c^nbility to opponumsticalty ^locate capital to 

equities to: 

■ Refizie and tzoget eristisg nmero views. 

■ Complement CIO's existing product c^abiBity in constructing 
macro hedges over d» econonac cjcle. 

Key changes from enrrent activity 

Credit 

CIO oir 
to yield 
to buQd 
propel U 

Equity: 

rently has very Isoited credit capability, rnalnly beici| confined 
aibaBceaiait Strategies. This nutudvewiH provide the plalfocn 
CIO’s c^bility m ords to allow CIO to manage coTporate 
s and diversify its asset classes. 

Redacted by the 

Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations 


_ _ 

Key Risk issues 

CIO will be leliam i^ion flje EDO middle office proceasii^ and 
ccmSimatkm activity. This will be addresnd via SLA between CIO and 
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EDG support 

Risk Rating (1, 2 or 3) 

2 'Medium 

New products and systaas to QO, but not to the Finn 

Priori^ Rating (A,BorC) 

A-H5gh 

Pn>e«sing Location 


Main systcxos impacted 

STS,PyRAMID 

Other LOB’S or Legal Entities 

Impacted 

Bank and WMtefiiars Inc. 

Operational Impact 

(includB anticipated vohim« end key 

capacity TTEtrics) 

Airticipalcd 

Mouthy Vels 

Credit bidices: jTrasta, CDX ch:. 80 

Credit default swi^ 40 


Redacted By 

Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations 




Other sIgntBcant information 


Regulatory approvals required 

No 

Balance Sheet usage 


Othw Polices impacted 


Additional Headcount Required 

4 traders - 2 in EMEA , 2 in New York 

2 FTB cost allocation from Equity Derivatives group 

2 CIO Middle Office FTE , 1 in EMEA , 1 in New York 

Pate aathorized to proceed with 

development 


Target Launch Date 

Late April 

Key Contact for questions 

Roger Kibble-Whhe, Alison Qiovannetti, Brandon Konigsbeig, Bonnie 

Rmdlcc, Jason Hughes 

Person responsible fur Post 
Imnlementation Review 
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2. Woricmg Group and Approvers 


StiktdiaMi^ Area 

Woridng Giwp 
Meraberta^ 

- StBiutarc 

Agned 

Comol^es Date 

Date Approved 






OSoinl Head 

JnaDrow 








immtmmamm 

Portfotie Mantgfs- OniliaSve sponsor) 

Achilics Miens, Andy 




RfigCHia! CPO 

BTsndOR KoniE^Mg. 

Rager Kibble-While, 

Colvit Lee 




T&O Msnagea- 

Alison Cjovanoc^ Mnl 















ItLMiiB.'.-ilgWWWWffffPB 



HHliflHBBl 

Finance - Accouming 

MarV AROa, ARisia 

Icffircv. David Alecender 





Keift Enfieid/Mart; weber 




FmsBce-Cono^ 

SKot HoneyficM, Mancy 
Dermerv 





Joe rohnan. Nick Wood 




"t&C - Operation* 

Aliaon Giovsnnetti, Bonnie 
Kifidler. Tem Maura 





Mwkftediani 





Cwo]«o Monroe-Koatz 




ConraKanee 

CfiTn Haniatwi. Bob Cote 





Frederic Mouchel 




Audit 

Bill McManus, Safly 

Rjasri! 



















Lcsai Endtv CPQSPO 

Allistcr Jeffrey 





en eontaine^ in a sepante jite ditcnbcto^ wilh fhis doeument 
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3. 


Initiative Overview 

L Mtimivs daeription. economic jitslifioitm. fjnvthfinettSI, Ojweierf votame, 

a,B!isam*fiatiandeeieiudin?nia*s!opporaiiitsiaendriiks ' 

Please see Executive S iumnar y. 


Proposed initial prodnet list: 

Credit*. 

- Credit Indices: iTRixs, CDX etc. - sec below fat indices 

- Credit default swaps (not on corporate names) -see below fot indices 

- Options on Credit Indices- see below for indices. 

FotEMEA, Options on Credit indices are dependent iq>on the build out of credit products within 
Pyramid EqaiUes, scheduled for May/June 2006, and should not be traded until this 
impldnemadoniscomphte. 


Europe: Itraxx, USA: CDX, Japan: Itraxx 


Xovet 5 yr 
Hivol 5 yr 
Main IG 5 yr 
MainIG lOyt 
Financial Sub Index 5 yr 
Flnaadal Sub Index 1 0 yr 


Options 0 


- Xovar Syr 

- Hivol 5 yr 

- Main IG 5 yr 


Equity} 


Redacted by the 

Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations 
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4. Trade & I/egal Entity Flow 

/. Jndu^eiai ami la md product /ItviHagrom InduAbig erJemal roOtina litiJisei! 



- ClieTrt feeing trade captured in Pyrainid 

- Trade seeded thnugb STS 


- Confinnation generated feroughXDG ft subset of STS 

- Pyraroid autn generates a back to back trade betaecn fee Bank and JP Morgan Wbttefriais &ic, 

- PyranudsuWfceslsJPMCBajidJP Morgan Wlawfiiflis Inc Gereial Ledger 

- Client risk recorded in JMPCB 

- Trade ridt reeorded in JP Merg«ii 'Wlutcfriara Inc 

H. Vti le^ eutlfu tnpeatd 



-> London Branch (flndcs back-to-back feo branch) 

- KY Branch (trades back-to-back ferongb fee branch) 

— JP Morgan Whitefriara Inc. (ultimate repository of fee risk) 
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5- Market RiskA^alnation ControVCrtiit Risk 
Market Risk 

Ths initial pjodofi slate is: 

Credit (SStnm VaR limit): 


- Credh Iodines ' 

- Credit dcfeult sw^s 

- Options on aedit indices 


Equity(510nHn VaRliiraf): 

I Redacted by i«« 

I Permanent Subcommittee on Investigatinns 


The Bnsincas has, to dale, operated tuider a regional limits infrastrnctme therefore itmsy be neewsary lo 
realign the hierarchy to be inore reflective of a global risk framework by asset class. This will require 
develcptiKmral work from'die VARS Mb and the lidc repcBrting teams. 


Equidea trading: 


Redacted by the 

Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations 


Credit trading i$ essentially a aew business and therefore requires s dbw binits mnastrecture euiupii^ng 
bods VaR and non-statistieal measures each as 10% etedit spread widening. »hpv or default es^osuie. 

Ideally CIO should clone fte Credit Hybrids vereien of Pyramid and utilisD die "Ttevor'' database to eaisare: 

(i) indca exposures am fed on a decon^sed naine-by-nante basis for awre accurate V aR confutation rod 
to feed the Single Xame Posihon Risk motdtormg process. 

(ii) ^Jtioos cao be appropriately handled (the Equities varsion does not si^fcal credit options) 
dO win also need to clone the separate PCM feed from Trevor fbr regulatcry caphal purposes. 


It is iind«stood that owing to systems co ns tra i n ts Ac CSredit Hybrids functionality wjtirin Pyratirid will not 
be available for use by CIO until May/June 2006. dO should therefore refrain from undertnldiig 
credit options trading until this dmc. Since die Equities version of Pyramid is &e only platform available 


dien fbere will be a number of short-conmi^ namdy; 

a) no decoo^sod index feed 

b) noSNPRfeed 

c) reliance ot the Pyiajnid model for con^cing VaR (in which credit data is understood to be dubious) 

CIO will need to additionally clone Ac PCM feed for regulatory capital purposes and should cwwre ihai the 
relevant credit products are set rqi accordingly. 
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Grvefl thfl deficiencies of the Pyr^d Equities vcrsiottftn? the ereft trading activity, MVAR wuW insist 
that in the event the required systems devejojnnent docs niJt occur hy end ofHl ’06 new activities must stop 
and the ao Risk Connnittec must evaluate how to proceed. 


ValuetiaH Control 

CIO is not a mariect tnekiT and fiie Investment Bank's risk and valuahon sjstenis to transact its 
products. As such CTO is a price taker using prices asd vafaation mptits conljnlled and detenmned hy the 
tnarket making businesses of (he bank. OO’s Vahutioo Cootrol, Group coordinator wOl ensure that ■^cre 
pricing adjustmenis are identified fiom fite month end price test process for roarist maidiig gronpa in the 
Investment Bank, that whac CIO hold die same positioos the adjustmenta are also discussed wjth/applicd to 

ao. 


Credit trading: 

The only for reserves are credit spread options ^ch may qualify tor Dnobscrvable Paianteier 

Reserves depending onfiie siae aod type of positions held- Inde?: CDSs tand rwt to incar reserves, hovrevH, 
if die busiiKss ■««« to venture into single name space dteses posWoTW would qualify for Price Discovery, 
Recovery Rate and/or Coocentralioti reserves. 


6. 


Finance - Accounting 

t PeuT&eeeeoimlingtnatmentiobeuUlaed 

The jnstrumrats in tite initial product skte are derivatives and aa such must be nstked-to^jrarket These 
items will be treated as trading instruments. ETF’b wT) also he treated as trading instruroents. 

iL CoiaiilBrjlecoumintPetieyreifletoendrtguiaioryrepontnglmpHeaUom 
Regulatory conriderarioBS are considered in Section 8 below. 

Hi. WJ/ fJie aeeewting/or rt« Jie>v pmiiueit b€pof»rm«J manuelfyorvHI ii be flinemmcrf? 

The accounting wQl be automated using rite ACE accounting cngioc to gcoeiate entries. 


7 , Fin ance-Regalatdry Capital 

JP Morgan Whitefnsra Inc. has no standalone tcgolatoty capital loquircments. Positions in JP Morgan 
Whitefriare loc. will be subjea to the Firm’s regulatory capital lequrcments: 

i , Hsf this ptndua been re v iawerf iiy feg^ewy r^portiJig (US anrf non~OS) to enttm rtar il wfi? be r^wrtarf ta ocewrfoflee wfrt 

repilatoij' r^rffn| j^fuiremeiu. Lit! atf r^lmorr reponing rexpafcnws (VS n«? /ion*y5) £b rs/aftoit to the ite>r 
produet and provide a doeripihe ef arty mpiirmattt Wnt dtfferfrom CdAP. 

This product been reviewed by regulatory reporting (US and nen-US) to ensure dtat it will be repented 
in accordance wift regolatoty rcpoitiiig requirements. 


For FiiK-bated eapHal purpojQ. witJ Ibis proAtsi be booked under trading or bankng fioak nda and bes itgtd 'and 
re^lawy ripartine revienod the proposed imonotl. 

For Risk-based capital pm33cse8, diis product will te booked \mdcr trading book rules and legal and 
regalatoiy repenting reviewed to proposed ffcatmenL 
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Will this /JWAeJ /fecrf urfff nppropriait tnurktl, tsevtu^porty eradk and spedfle rttk systnnu plaat describe the feed 

luimes. fnfemtf/ model, risk and baotzag jjwoar, and eppropriase eoniaels in technology and middle If not have 

proeedunsr and eomrols been pul in plots to report t mtaaalfy atdudiaudnbeihe esmtaa pa-ten for mamiol retorting'! 


The following approaches will Iw used to feed the Finn’s qjccific ride systens; 

-- Credic CIO wfll leverage the Eqirfiy Derivatives CSroup’s PYRAMID infiastructora. CIO -wil! us* 
the infiastructaie to feed fee Firm's PCM model vriuch will be used to calcdats specific risk on fee ' 
credit products wife fee exception of Credit Options whiife will be calculated asing fee fallowing 
Tule;- 


For option positions, long oi short, the risk weighted amoTuit is fee njark^ value of the effective 
BOtioaal arnonnt of fee underlying instnnsait or index nailtiplied by fee option's delta. These are 
leg u i i ed to be reported on a nmoual template. For credit options wbidi arc NOT pnee based, we 
may not be ^le use a option delta approach (we may need to use a uotiooal x S% approach). 

Equity : ' 


Redacted by the 1 

Permanent Sub^mmittee on Investigations I 



iv. Dcseriiie iht nrturt of ary coUoicral AeW in rdafien to this product 

No specific collateral will be held against fee jffoposed products, however derivative MTM 
coEateralisation will be subject to nonnal Firm colkteral group process. 


V, Ova IhU produa Impeef dapofiti <md, ^sO, fciw tfcii beer eoiwruniaiied w regulnlary reperUngfarjTUfpoiai afaJeulatircs- 
appropfieit* rtsetves. 


This product does not iirpact deposits. 
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v-i. Has ai^ tmpaa la risk •ndgiuat ossea bten ufcnijast erahialed and eornmunicctsd to reeu!aUi:y reporting. Are tht 
appropriaic risk velgfacd ossa Umiis htpiace in>d beat applieablt CFO? 


Given 4e ms of approved tnodcls as detailed Otove, the impact to risk weiglfted assets is notdeensd 
to be material and aan be awommodatcd 'within QO’s odsrii^ liimts- 


Mas the mtthodplos^ for aitcuhning ruk wstgMal aaasfar VAR and specif c dtk been eommuiieeted end appmw! by 
ngulalory reporiinf: i Markel Risk Manegement? IS any regplaory appJ^I or spee(/tc risk model develcpmO:/ rofuiraffpr 
diis prodi/al? 


The roefliodology for calcilating risk wci^Ked assets for VAR and qjccifio risk been TOnnDniiicated 
and approved by Tegalatory leporting. The models have been approved by the leguktcss and henoe no 
specific regulatory approval or sp:dfic risk model devclqjinsnt is Tcqtrired for fliis product 


l/thir prorfwt rt^res risk fincituimggtnero!, spedfie and etnmtarparry} kax the predueJ beon jxfw/Mrf to regalaiorp 
reporting to vpdasc the risk iavenioryUsif 

The product slate is part of the banlc’s easting qjproved products. 



Finance -Controls \ 

/. CoKstder change to the amtrol envtreiimoit rnOutllitg process, tsooirolproeodarss end renew 

It SnrbBaesQx}^fmp!len!lora:(rrtners}iipo/net#processiemfdales.uaU>g 

The Credit and Equity businosa will uhnwitEly reside in JP Moisan Wbitefiiars Inc. A new opeiatioml 
controls templatE wiH be created for SOX purposes specific to the Credit St Eeprity business and will 
address all key controls. Also, additional coolrol sieps will be added to the “CIO CFO” SOX tettqilate 
covering this new activity. 

Disetertcost centers, SPbTs and books are being estiblished for CIO Europe and New York to support 
and segregate 'the actrvrty. 


9. T&O - Technology 
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CIO New Business Inftiaiive Approval Policy 
Post-ImplemewtadoB Review 
Section 1 - to be completed at ttie time of approval 


Name of Initiative: 


LineofBu^e^: 


Postln^ementatioa Key 

Contact: 


Lanndi Approval Date: 


First Transaction Bate: 




. Brief de$c]ripttan of ae approved initiative: 


(copyfivm iniiiatiMe svmmea^‘) 


List any conditions associated with the approval, coEtroait on open items and the timeframe for completion. 


Risk Review Group 

Conditions raised durioe sien oCf 

Comments 









Section 2 - to be completed within 6 months of the activity going live 



Send convicted copy to LOB OEM, Regional Expedites and Audit 
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Cri^djt 

10% Spread Wjdenmg 
CSBFV 



S2tain (Total) 

S2rnm (By Sub-Indt« c.g. itiro Euain, itraxx iivoS) 

S2ium (Total) 

S2n3m (By Sub-Iadcx) 

4)6 (Total - expressed in 0.1 fcp h/e terms) 
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CIO & GFLM 
Alison C Glovannetti 
20/04/2006 12:44 


Credit & Equity NBIA s1gn-off,txt 


To: Jason ldn Hughes/JPMCKAse@3PMCHASE.. Roger X 

Kibbl e-White/J PMCHASE@3 PMCHA5E 

cc: . ^ 

Subject: Re: credit & Equity NBlA 7 s^gn orf 

This document contains a file attachment with a -File size of 198.2 KB. 


signed off 

Regards, 

Alison 


Alison Glovannetti 
GDP : 8 325 8025, 
External : (020) 1 


B Redacttd by the Permanent 
Subcommittee on iovegCigBticuis 


Corporate Reporting Business Advisory 
Keith Enfield 
20/04/2006 14:51 


Tel 212-834-9425 Cell 


to: Jason ldn Hughes/JPMCHASE@JPMCHASE 

cc: Roger X KibbTe-white/JPMCHASE@jPMCHASE 

subject; Re: Credit & Equity NBIA 


r approve but I think you should make a note that non-vanilla equity 
products (if you ever nave any) and credit swaptions (which you are 
planning on trading and are not currently approved for PCM) will need to 
be reported via the manual template. 


Phil Lewis 
21/04/2006 13:57 


To: Jason LDN Hughes/JPMCHASEiSJPMCKASE 

cc: Alison c Giovannetti/jPHCHASEftJPMCHASE, 

thomas.i .mauro®ipinorgan.cotn(3JPMCHASE 

Subject; Re: credit & Equity NBIA 

This dncuBient contains a file attachment with a file size of 198.2 kb. 


Jason - ok to sign-off. 

AS stated in the document, next step is to finalise the slab and SOPs 


regards 

Phil 


David M Alexander 
ZS/04/2006 14:11 


cc: 

Subject: 


Jason LDN Hughes/JPMCHASE03PMCMASE 
Roger X Kibble-white/JWiCHASE 

Re: credit & Equity NBIA 
Page 1 
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Credit & Equity NBIA Sigrt-off -txt 


Jason - 

You have my approval . I traded vms with Roger - all of these positions 
win be mtm in a trading book. Please revert back to me if any other types 
of positions are held beyond what Is included in the nbia that might 
warrant di#erent acctg, i.e. Loans or non-marketable equity securities. 


Thanks . 


Nancy e. oennery chief investment office - Tel (2l2) 834 
Nancy E oennery 
25/04/2006 13:09 


To: Jason LON HugheS/JPMCHASE^PHCHASE 

cc: Roger X Kibble-white/JPMCHAseejPMCHASE 

subject: Re: Fw; Credit & Equity NSIA 

This document contains a file attachment with a file size of 198.2 kb. 


Yes, I have reviewed and sign off for the controls section. 


Treasury - Tel +44 20 7777 0034 
Frederic Mouchel 
03/05/2006 09:56 




To : Jason . ldn . H ughesSj pmorgan. comajPMCHASE 

cc: 

subject: Re: Credit & Equity nbia . , . _ 

This document contains a file attachment with a file size of 198.2 kb. 

Fi ne with me. 


Rgds 

F 


investment Bank - Technology 
Nicholas JS wood 
03/05/2006 17:50 

To:. Jason LON Hughes/JPMCHASE 

cc; joseph g coleman 

subject: Re: credit & Equity NBIA , ^ . 

This document contains a file attachment with a file size of 199.4 kb. 

Jason - this looks fine from my point of view, off the top of my head the 
areas that we need to include in the plan are: 

my review of any tools that Joe may be developing (you allude to these but 
don't specify wriat they do or how Dig they will be -- bottom of PIS) 
create appropriate id admin workflows for the existing apps (Pyramid, STS» 
etc) for the cto staff - unless we will use thre same approvers as for EDG 
and j ^ 

update the bc plans far CIO as these new systems will need to be included. 

regards, 

Ni ck Wood- 


• Robert J. Cole Compliance - Tel 212/270-1554 Fax 212/270-34S0 
Robert 3 Cole 
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^ 05/0S/200S 20:19 


credit & Equity HBIA sign-off.txt 


To: :ason LDN Hughes/3PMCHASE@3PMCHASE 

cc; Roger x KibbTe-\^ite/3PMCHASeS3PMCHASE, Brandon 

Konigsberg/DPMOUSEOlPMCHASE, Carolyft Moftroe-Koatz/3WCHASE@2PHCHASE, 

Colin R HarriSOn/3R4CHASE@3PMCHASE 

Subject; Re: nbia - compliance section 

lason- see my comments below (in red and strikethrough), which includes 
new language regarding compliance approval required before trading in 
credit/equity indices with less than 20 names as we discussed. Vihth these 
changes, we are ok from us Compliance perspective 


Feel free to call me with any questions. 


*- Tel C201) 595-5696 Fax (201) 595-6776 
Arthur Kirshenbaum 
04/05/2006 15;4S 

To: 3ason LDN HuqheS/3PMCHASES3PMCHASE 

cc: Roger X Kibble-White/3PWCHASE®DPMCMASE 

subject! Re: Fw: credit & Equity NBIA 


3ason, 

I have no further comments or questions and approve. 

Is this e-mail sufficient or do you have a more formal process? 
Arthur 


• Mirk Frediani 

27/04/2006 15:25 

to: 3a50n LDN Hughes/3PMCHASE@3PMCHASE . 

cc: Roger X icibbTe-white/3PMCHASE@3PMCHASE 

subject: Re: Fw: Credit & Equity NBIA , • 

This document contains a file attachment with a file size of 778.5 kb. 


3a5on, 

I don't have any issues. Please accept this e-mail as my sign-off. 

Regards , 

Mark 


Robert R Rupp 
28/04/2006 20:49 

To: Achilles o Macris/3PMCKASe03PMCHASE, Andrew 

Panzur€s/3PMCHASE@3PMCHASE 

cc: ina Drew/3PMCHASE@3PMCHASE, Enrico Dalla 

vecchia/3PMCHASE@3PMCHASE, loseph s. Bonocore/IPMCHASEOOPMCHASE, Roger X 
Kibble-white/3PMCHASE®3PMCHASE, Brandon Konigsberg/3Pw:HASE®3PMCKA5E, 
lason LON Hughes/3PMCHASE@3PMCRASE, Fiona 3. Longmuir/3PMCHASE03PMCHAS£ 

subject: 

Enrico, Fiona and X met to review the credit and equity nbia and we agreed 
TO sign-off, for purposes of the new product approval process. 


Fiona prepared a summary of our discussion which includes a list of 
follow-up issues Uee the bottom of the attachment). More detailed 
information is included in the nbia document- Most of the issues are 
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credit & Equity NBIA Sign-off.txt 

related to feeds and reports that Roger/Flona/Jason and others have been 
working on. in addition to those issues, there are two items I want to 
note here: 

1. We assembled an approach to limits that parallels the method used in 
the IB for, these products, while we are set on VAR limits, we need to 
work with you to fill out the other proposed limits Ceg delta, vega, 
credit events) outlined in the attachment. 

2. Pis note the systems issues around credit optiais which need to be 
resolved before proceeding with that product. 

Any questions/issues, lets discuss early next week, thanks 

Bob 


CIO / GFLM Technology - Tel 212-622-6136 
Joseph G ‘Coleman 
25/04/2006 13:03 

To: Jason LDN Hughes/JPMCHASE@JPMCHASE 

cc: Alison C Giovannetti/JP«CHASE@3PMaiASE 

Subject: . Re; credit & Equity nbia 

Confirmed - i sign off 


t 


Elliot M Honeyfield 
20/04/2006 10:39 


To: Jason itK Huqhes/1PMCHASE@JPMCHASE 

CC! Roger X Kibble-white/lPWCHASEeiPMCHASE 

subject: Re; credit & Equity NBIA 

This document contains a- file attachment with a file size of 198.2 kb. 


Happy to sign off, just noticed a few grammar errors that l will advise of 


regards 

Elliot 

LONDON BRANCH LEA LEG4L EI^TTTT CONTROLLERS - Tel 44 207 777 2275 Fax 44 
207 777 2010 ■ 

Mark S. Allen 
09/05/2006 18; SO 

to: Jason LDN Hughes/:PMCHASE@JPMCHASE 

cc: Andrew Marcovitch/JPMCHASE@3PMCHASE, Arthur 

Kirshenbaum/JPMCHASEOJPMCHASE, oerraot M Walsh/JPMCHASE®JPMCHA5E, Rachel e 
L eigh/3PMCHASE@JPMCHA5E, Madhura Shah/3PMCHASE®JPMCHASE 

subject: Re: Fw; credit & Equity nbia 

This document contains a file attachment with a file size of 778.5 KB. 


Jason, 

My sign-off is obviously dependant on Rachel Leigh's approval to use the 
Equities infrastructure, otherwise no further questions. 


Regards, 
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PftfE 29/30 


P4ark 


credit & Equity NBIA sign-off.txt 


Roger X Kibble-white 
10/05/2006 12:10 

To: 3a$on LDN Hughes/1PHCHASE@3PHCHAS£ 

cc: 

subject: fw: credit & Equity nbia 

This document contains a file attachment with a file size of 198.2 KB. 


Jason 


Signed-off. 

Thanks 


Roger 


Chief Investment office Finance and Business Management - Tel 
CB52)2800-7091 or GDP280-7091 Fax (852)2810-6709 
Col vis Lea 
10/05/2006 14:52 


To: Jason LDN Hughes/JPMCHASEflJfWCHASE 

cc: Charles K.c. Mong/3PMCHASE®JPMCHASE, Roger X 

Ki bbl e-WhitB/JPMCHASE@JPMCHASE 

subject: Re: equity and credit initiatives 


Hi Jason, 

There is no issue from Asia dO cfo perspective. The market risk limits 
granted are on a global basis. we are in the process of coordinating a 
separate NBI sign-off for Asia and will refer to the global limits in our 
assessment. Pis take this as my signoff. 


Thanks, 

CoIVTS 


chief Investment office CPO/COO 
Joseph S. Bonocore 
10/05/2006 16:09 

to: Jason ldn Hughes/JPMCHASEQJPMCHASE 

cc: Roger X Kibbie-White/JPMCHASEdJPMCHASE, Ina 

Drew/J PMCKASESJPMCHASE 

subject: Credit/Equities NBlA 

Approved. 

Joe 


chief investment Office 

• Ina Drew 

10/05/2006 16:19 

Page S 


BANK PROPRIETARY AND/OR TRADE INEORMATION 


OCC-SPI-00081631 



552 


05/22/200B 15:32 212834&550 


PAGE 30/30 


credit & Equity M6IA Sign-off.txt 

Tot lason LDN Hughes/3 PMCHASE@3PMCMAS6 

cc: Roger x Kibbie-white/3PMCHASE®3PMCHASE. 3oseph 5. 

Bonocore/3PMCHASE@JPMCHASE 

subject: fw; Credit/Eqmties NBlA 


Approved , 
Ina Drew 


Carolyn L. Honroe-Koatz Managing Director & Assoc. General Counsel 
Carolyn Monroe-Koatz 
lS/OS/2006 14:59 

To: Roger X Kibbl€-White/DPMCHASE©3PMCHASE 

subject; credit and Equity Capability nbia 

Roger - can't find the mail asking me to sign off. i amsigned off, but l 
am going to send you later today a revised NBIA._ My assistant is 
inputting more rnaterial into the Legal section right now. ouc 
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Audit Department Report 

CIO Global Credit Trading 

Report Number: G-Q7/005 

Audit Rating; SaWsfactory 

Report Date; November 29, M07 

AuditType: Audit 

No Prior Report Explanation : Firs! Time Rewew of New Business, Product or Service 

Business Overview and Context 

Chief Investment Office (CIO) credit trading activities commenced in 2006 and are proprietary position 
strategies executed on credit and asset backed indices. Trades are executed in London and New York , 
CiO has its own dedicated Middle Office, Market Risk and Valuation Control Groups (VCG), but utilizes 
the IB Equities Pyramid/STS suite of applications and IB Operations groups to process, confirm and settle 
the trades. 


Audit Scope 

Audit reviewed the following global risk and contrd processes operating in London and New York: 

• Trade capture processes & controls (includirtg cancel, amends & iate trades) 

• Daily P&L and market risk calculation, sign off & reporting processes and controls 

• Monthly VCG valuation & reserves 

• Middle Office reconciliation break item clearance & oversight 
Key Findings 

Based on the results of our evaluation and sample testing, the ccmtfol environment is rated "Satisfactory". 
However, addressing the following matters will further enhance ttie effectiveness of control procedures; 

• We noted an aged item of $500, 000 (debit balance) in a suspense account. White this was identified 
by Middle Office, month-end reconciliations did rtot trighlight the item on a tirriely basis. Management 
is currently determining proper disposition of the item and is strenghtening reconciliation procedures. 

• While not material to the overall year-to-dale CIO P&L, we noted some calculation errors in the VCG 
price testing for September month-end. We identified 6 errors, resulting in net under-reserving of 
$386,000. Management is currently in the process of adjusting the entries and implementing 
additional controls over the review of calculation results. 

Status 

Management has agreed with the audit findings and is implementing corrective actions. No further 
response is necessary. 

Business Details 

Level 1: Chief Irrvestment Office 

Business Executive : tna Drew 

Level 2: CIO 

Business Executive; Achilles 0 Macris. Joseph S. Bonocore 
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Location; New York, New York, US 

Busiriess Executive : Javier X Martirr-Artajo, Phil Lewis, Roger X Kibble-White 

Audit Deta9s 

Management Team Member: Hatzopouios.MexanderX 

Audit Manager: William K McManus 

Auditor In Charge: Sally Russetl 


Detailed Findaigs and Managenrtent Action Plans 

issue: Suspense itom 

The September month end balance on a reserve acxnunt (with a debit balance of S24.9 million) included a $ 500k 
debit \Miich appears to have been outstanding sirK» April 2007. This had been identified at August month end by CIO 
and is under investigation by Finance and Middle Office to determine disposition, including write-off if necessary. This 
item arose when an unrelated brokerage adjustment Item posted in May was erroneously matched as a reversal of 
the April month end P&L adjustment for late trades executed after erwl of day. The month end reconciliation process 
had failed to identify the error. 

Management should continue their investigation and strengthen their reojnciliation procedures over this account 
Action Plan 

CIO agrees with the point raised and the accompanying recomrrrendatioa As stated. CIO was avrare of the issue and 
we have already acted to strengthen our processes around this reconcHiatioa Specifically, pricing adjustments and 
trade related adjustments (for example late trades) are now recorded in separate PYRAMID books and reconciled 
discretely. Pricing reserves are also spedficaiiy substantiated against Pricing Testing results. 

Target Date: 12/31/07 

Iss ue Ovyner: ^ Rog^ X Ki bble-White 

issue: VCG Calculation Errors 

While not material to the overali year-to-date CIO P&L, we noted some calculation errors in the VCG price testing 
calculation for September month end. We identified 6 errors, resultirtg in net under-reserving of $386k. Details have 
been provided to Management While controls over reviewing more material differences are operating effectively, 
VCG should enhance their current procedures for vaiidatir^g final price testing calcuiations. 

Action Plan 

By nature VCG process for Credit Price testing is a manual operation pulling together large amounts of 
information from multiple sources. Whie the errors recorded were small the size of positions in certain 
strategies multiplies the effect. To avoid similar mistakes going forward CIO has instigated extra controls, 
including separately recording all prices received in "soft copy" from brokers, dealers etc, a review of the 
calculations and prices used by other members of the group and CIO has moved to running the process 
weekly to provide on-going fe^back and identify potential issues prior to month end. 

CIO has also identified new sources of prices for a number of strategies where there had previously been 
difficulty In sourcing information. 

TargetDate: 12/31/2007 

Issue Owner: Phil Lewis • 


Not to be distributed without |Mior permission from Audit . 
- End Report — 
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NottomI USD Ftctoitd 


CD3 INDEX TottI 

CDS~SINGLE NAME 
CPS SINGLE NAME Total 
CDSJ.TRANCHE 


CD3_TRANCHE ToUl 
GramI ToUl 


Product S»rl»i 
" CDX.NA-HY 
CDX,NA.I6 
CDX.NA.IG.KVOL 
COXNA.XO 
lTRAXX.6UR.FINSeN 
fTRAXX.EUR.FINSUB 
fTRAXX.EUR-HIVOC 
fTRAXX.eUR MAIN 
ITRAXX-EUR.SOVXWE 
ITRAXX.eUR.XOV6R 
LCDXNA 


jCDX-NAHY 
COXNAlG 
fTRAXX-EUR,MAJN 
ICDX-NA 


Date 1- 

“ I2011-03-31 U(ni-o«-w [: 

15 872,894,000 ^ 1.014.W1.600 ( 11,932,828.500 j 

17.589.S06J95 - 12^151,602.395 |- 14,121,147.995 |- 


70.952,480 - 
1.197,677.667 |- 


19.905.753 
4.502,113,000 - 
14.212.090.532T 


0,367.709.720 
10,810.447.157 - 
6.354.776.253 
3.300.027.930 
10.212.165.745 ■ 

3.999.933,70Tr 


73.700,579 • 
4,236,164.000 1 - 
16.911.009.123 t 


8.116.656.644 
19.648.030,614 - 
3.325.954.275 • 
3.362.476.443 j 
4.620.952,282 • 
14,150.146,570 I 


1,421,626.410 |- 1,662.545.056 - 

1266,300,000 !• 1,232.532.000 • 

44.975.586,305 i 17.669.251,012 I 


10.394.268.290 
13,545.590,664 - 
3.111.768,687 
3.241,766,867 
3,021.344,404 
4t.957.34o!902 I 


13,177,165,794 
5,911.554,005 • 
15,957.364.778 
3.146:472,766 
25.371,449, self 
44.240.730.375 T 


2-30 12012-03-30 2012-Q6-29 

4,246.186,000 22,047.733.000 - 29.913,674,000 

9 947.825,995 62.123,218.005 14.160,229,005 


5,215.875,074 - 
1.196,764,000 ■ 
17,603.320,690 


12,369.757.169 
5,360.701.943 - 
23,238,155,626 
3,055,176,666 
33.253.389,737 ' 
81.086.710, iSTT 


71,774.454,424 
40.665.000 
6.680,974.446 • 
1,164,996,000 • 

99.809.214,336 ' 


14,308.176.587 
7,366,130/465 • 
47,355,169,732 
2,961.664,575 
67.269.099.390 
167.078.313,728 [ 


6,338,972.770 

1,164.996,000 

19.022.982,448 

636,252,634 

838,252.534 

15.204.533,082 

S.000.333J31 

45,435,180.356 

2.981.884,875 

64.604.244,762 

36.616.614,667 
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From: Drew, Ina<Ina.Drew@jpmorgan.com> 

Sent: Tue, 10 Jan2012 17:05.'41 GMT 

To: Martin-Aitajo, Javier X <javierjc.mait3n-artaJo|^pmoTgan.com> 

CC: Maoris, Achilles 0 <achilles.ojnacris<^pmorgan.com> 

Subject: Re: International Credit Consolidated P&L 09-Jan-2012 


Let's review the unwind plan to maximize p I. Wfe may have a tad. more room on rwa. Pis schedule asap. 


From: Martin-Artajo, JavierX 
To: Drew, Ina 

Cc: Macris, Achilies O' 

Sent: Tue Jan 10 12:01:01 2012 

Subject: RE: Int^atlonal Credit Consolidated P&L 09-Jan-2012 

Total reserve is30 MM. 1 do not think that we wHi have a release for sometime unless we get an opportunity - 
Bruno has been unwiding some of these postions opportunlsticiy . The other side of the P/L Is that it has been 
somewhat costly to unwind too so net net we have actually tost a little bit of money to unwind . 


From; Drew, Ina ‘ 

Sent: 10 January 2012 16:17 
To: Martin-Artajo, Javier X 
Cc: Macris, Achilles O 

Subject: RE: Internationa! Credit Consolidated P&L 09- Jan-2012 

OK, thanks. Can you forward the schedule for releases, ie: what Is the release planned given the budgeted 
reduction. 


From: Martin-Artajo, Javier X 

Sent: Tuesday, January 10, 2012 11:05 AM 

To; Drew, Ina 

Cc: Macris, Achilies 0 

Subject RE: International Credit Consolidated P&L 09-Jan-2012 

Management line is the release of P/L that comes from unwinding off the run positions . This Is an adjustment 
that was made in 2009 for iliquidityofthe credit derivatives book . In a way ft Is a reserve release for Iliquid 
indexes . 


From: Drew, Ina 
Sent: 09 January 2012 21:25 
To: Martin-Artajo, Javier X 
Cc: Macris, Achilles 0 

Subject: FW: International Crejit Consofidated P&L 09-Jan-20l2 


The management line Is?? Thanks. 
From: Munjayi, T®idai 


Confidential Treatment Requested by J.P 


Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations 

EXHIBIT #7 
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Sent: Monday, January 09, 2012 3:58 PM 
To: EOD Cred'rt estimate 
Cc; CIO P&i Team 

Subject: International Credit ConsoRdated PSlL 09-Jan-2012 




Confidential Treatment Requested by J.P. Morgan & Co, 
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Redacted By 

Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations 


Tactical Tactical 1 -1,824 -3,306 

Tactical 2 0 31 

Credit Single Names * 35 161 


Total Core 

investments 

-4,329 -30,811 


Redacted By 

Permanent Snbcommittee on Investigations 

Total Investments 

Management 

0 20,772 

Tofal International Credit: 

^.0S8 -7,740 


CREDIT MARKET COMMENTARY 


Synthetic Credit 

Another day with very little realiied volatility, and a bit more weakness, coming from European bank equities 
(Italian banks such as Unicredito), pushing single names, then FINSEN then iTraxxMain index wider. Overall 
levels of spreads remain very high, relatively to the recent move in convexity instruments - credit volatiftty was 
once more very much for sale, espedally in Europe {-Spt in TTraxx. Main ATM March), and longer date meizanine 
tranches are decently tighter too. US credit was wider -consolidating a bit after the recent outperformance 
given the good numbers for the US economy. OuriTraxx positions are getting hurt mostly due to the long 
overlay, and the compression between rTraKK-Main and fTraxxJCover. In CDX.I6 super senior tranches are 
atchinga bid - causing mezzanine tranches to tighten, hurting our positioning in this complex. In CDX.HY short 
dated off the run index are decentiy outperforming today, causing HY curves to steepen - we are also benefiting 
from higherm-ezzaninetranchesacrosstheboard. 
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Many Thanks and Kind Regards 
Tendai, 

Tendai Munjayi 

Chief Investment Office 

3P Marian Chase & Co. 

100 Wood Str London EC2V 7AN 
Tel S +44 (0) 2D7 777 9424 
Email B tendai.mmtiaviaiomoraan.com 
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From; Iksil, Bruno M <bruno.m.iksil@jpmchase.com> 

<;ent: Wed, 18 Jan 2012 15:58:26 GMT 

A Grout, Julien G <julien.g.grout@jpmchase.com> 

Subject: FW: Meeting materials for 11am meeting 

Importance: High 


From: Penyman, Andrew X 
Sent: 18 January 2012 15:57 
To: Serplco, Gina 

Cc! Iksii, Bruno M; Martin-Artajo, Javier X; Maoris, Achilles 0; Hagan, f^tridc S 
Subject: Meeting materials for 11am meeting 
Importance: High 

HI Gina, 

Please find attached a copy of the meeting materials for ina’s 3pm meeting with Javier, Achilles and Bruno. Any questions 
please do not hesitate to give me a call. 


Kind regards, 

Andy 

Andrew Perryma^^PMora^ | Chief Investment Office J 100 Wood Street, 6th Floor, London, EC2V 7AN ] « Direct ■••4i 20 7777 1070 [ tj 
Blackberry: j a andrew.perryman@ipmoraan.com 


Redacted by the Permanent 
Sobcommittee on Investigations 
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Core Credit Book - Current RWA Summary 

H The table below is the CIO International desk model's Core Credit Book RWA summary (Strategic + Tactical) 
s As of COB le’" January 2012 the CIO calculated Core Credit Book RWA was USD20.9bln 
B This compares to average USD40.3bln RWA for December 201 1 provided by QR 







HistVar 

86,566,113 

273,746,085 

3,421,826,066 

5,431,270.000 

StressVar 

189,476,958 

599,178,751 

7,489,734,393 

17,557,570,000 

CRM 

802.991,095 

802,991,095 

10,037,388,685 

18,274,000,000' 

Total 


1,675,915,931 

20,948,949,143 

41,262,840,000 


’Average CRM for Q4 provided 
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Credit book highlights 


I 


3 blocks of forward spread exposure 

e Main ITraxx S9: 20% book RWA - gross notional: USDSObln - estimated carry; USDIOOmm 
B CDX IG9: 35% book RWA - gross notional: USD278bln - estimated carry: USD200mm 
B CDX HY10 and 11: 45% book RWA - gross notional: USD1 15bln - estimated carry: USDIOmm 
Main P8L components 

B 35% reduction cost USD590mm (not a worst case but based on today's market depth) 
ffl -USD1 30mm Main 
B -USD250mm CDX IG 
B -USD210mm CDX HY 

sr Expected carry over the year with regular reduction : USD300mm - 500mm 
B Remaining optionality: USD200-300mm on defaults 
B Potential drawdown; USD 100-200mm in US HY 
Expiration schedule ; 

B Main ITraxx S9: June 201 3 (50% position) 

B CDXIG9; Dec2012 (40% position) 


D CDX HY10 and 11: Jun 2012 and Dec 2012; (30% position) 


J.EMorgan 


563 



564 


From: Maitin-Ait^o, JavierX<3avier.x.niartin-ar^'o@jpmorgan.com> 

Sent: Thu, 19 Jan 2012 14:01:52 CM* 

To: Drew, Ina <na.Drew@jpmorgan.com>; WUmot John <JOHN.WnJvlOT@jpmorgan.com> 

Macris, Achilles 0 <achiiles.o.macris^pmoiBan.com>; Weiland, Peter 
<peter.weiland(Sjpmchase.com> 

Subject: Credit bookDecision Table - Scenario clarification 


Ina , 

as a follow up from yesterdays conversation regarding the tranche book 1 would like to further clarify the 
different scenarios and assumptions for each of them . 

The first scenario is the one discussed when you were in London an is a scenario that we reduce our book to the 
agreed target at year end 2012 of 20.5 Bin but the current model used by QR remains . This would need the path 
of reduction to be to reduce the RWA using a strategy that postions the book for mawmum carry and would 
have high trading costs and a higher risk profile so that we could have also a large drawdown . 

The second scenario or Central Scenario discussed with you and John Wilmot is a scenario that we meet^e year 
end target by opportunistically reducing the necessary legs and optimization is used following the current QR 
mode! guidelines and assumes that we get a reduction on the cost of capital using the hew VAR . 

The third scenario is posible if we get the new model but we do not get diversification and we would reconsider . 

The fourth scenario is our Target scenario and the one we are hoping to implement again by midyear . 


Let me know if you want to further discuss. 
Best regards 


Javier 
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Credit book Decision Table in “no diversification” assumption 


QR model prevails 


REDUCTION 

(b 5 discussed at 7th December 
2011 meeting London and follow 
upon Xmas) I 

QR Model no diversification 

Ho detailed data i 

RWA reduced from USD 43 Bln to 
I USD 20 Din 


Scenarios and perceived feaslWllty 
as of today 


Possil 


CIO Model no diversification 


Model applied and diversification 
Data? 


Data available 


RWA reduced from USD 21 Bln to 
USD 15 Bln 


Reduction In RWA 


{rwA target EOY (undlvefslfied) 


{Estimated Diversified RWA 


Active risk reduction of the 


Systematic reduction of the 
largest legs across the book 


Risk managemcrit 


critical legs with regards to RWA 
marginals 

Buying protection on IC9 lOyr, 

• MAIN S9. I-IYIO 7yr 


Unwind of existing trades across 
the board 


USD 590mm 


USD 200mm 


USD 400-S00mm 


iptlonallty 


USD 50mm to USD ISOmm 


|PftL range 


USD 150mm 


brawdovm needed 
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From: Iksil, Bruno M <bruno.m.iksii@Jpnlcha«xom> 
Sent! Ttiu, 26 Jan 2012 09:11:17 GMT 
j: Grout, Juflen G <julien.g.grout@jpmchase.com> 

Subject: FW: credit book iast version 


From: Iksi!, Bruno M 
Sent: 26 January 2012 08;31 
To: Perryman, Andrew X 
Subject: credit book last version 


latest version for ismg.. for ur record 
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Credit book executive summary 

1- The credit book has a YTD P&L -100MUSD and conveys a further 300IVI USD drawdown 

a Where the YTD loss coming from? 

D Short risk HY exposure ( -SOM USD) + off the run vs on the run basis ( -ZOOMUSD) 
a What would generate the drawdown 7 

B Further dislorsion on forward spreads : -ZOOM USD 

o Rally in US HY and defaults at the same time ( as Eastman Kodak this year) ; -ZOOM USD 
a Which trades were done so far this year 7 : sold protection in Itraxx main-xover and CDX IG ( no US HY) 
a Offsetting gains to the loss : new trades (-mOMUSD) and carry (-t40MUSD) 

2 - the trades that make sense 

a The trade that makes sense : sell the forward spread and buy protection on the tightening move 
n Use indices and add to existing position 

e Go long risk on some belly tranches especially where defaults may realize 

a Buy protection on HY and Xover in rallies and turn the position over to monetize volatility 
" a Start with a long risk bias and use the equity tranches on tighter spreads to optimize upside on stress. 

I 

a 

; 3- Profile of the book and main scenario considered : 

^ EB The book is long vega short gamma ( like tactical but 15-20 time larger) : daily carry +2M 

S 0 Main scenario is spread tightening : we add gamma via flatteners and se!I protection 

“ ES The plan : buy protection on the way to tighter spreads 

X ^ J.EMorgan 
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Credit book Risk Profile 

1- The credit book conveys upside on defaults in IG and a decompression trade HY vs IG 

o We are both long risk on forward spreads and carry Jump to default upside In itraxx Main S9 and CDX IG9 
a The long risk overlay in series 9 is mostly hedging short risk in US HY and Itraxx Xover 
a We also carry a “spread basis" risk between series 9 In IG versus on the runs IG Indices 

2- The main P&L drivers 

a The forward spreads In series 9 IG. in particular in Equity tranches : 

0 1 0M$ per Bp in Main itraxx S9 
a 201V1$ per Bp in CDX IG9 

B The Hy10-HY11 2yr into 2yr forward spread ( via equity tranche) versus the HY14 Syr ( Syr) : 1-2M$ per Bp 
a A compression trade : US HY vs US IG ( 3.5M$ per BP), Itraxx Xover vs itraxx Main ( 1 .25M$ per BP) 

3- The current strategy : 

SI We receive forward spreads in IG series 9 and HY series 10-1 1 versus on the run spreads 

B We hedge the downside In HY defaults with an overlay short risk in HY on the runs 

a We position for cheap upside on Jump to default in high grade space within a RWA reduction plan 


2 
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Credit book P&L story Q4 201 1 till today 

1 - Where does the loss and potential drawdown come from? 

n The book started the year short risk long vega ; spreads tightened 20% across the board ( iG-25Bp H,Y-125BpsJ 
ra Estimated loss on pure spread tightening & HY to IG compression = SOM USD* 
o S9/1G9 forward spread vs on the run = 100M* USD ( 5bp)* 

B HY off the run lagging on the runs ( EK) = 1 0OM USD* ( 65bps)* 

n Which is current loss , which is further drawdown 

a Current loss shows the spread rally mitigated by new trades : -100M USD 

Qi Most of the drawdown will come from basis risk from Off the runs series where we have longs versus on the run 
series where we have shorts 

2- What triggered this loss : position unwinds and book rebalancing ? 

n In Q4 201 1 : we sold out some of the biggest exposure to reduce RWA 

a Sold HY8 to Hyll indices to reduce longs : 10 bln ( 60% of the long) 

0 Bought back 0-3 5x10 in ig9 and s9 ; total 400m { 10-15% of the position) 

B Sold protection on super-senior IG and sold risk in HY on the runs to cover hyl 1 3yr expiry 

B Markets were in high stress level and we had to keep P&L in check, thus stay short risk long vega 

3- What was done this year so far? : 

a Sold protection across the board : lOBln main, lObln IG versus short risk 7Bln US HY 
SI Added flatteners ; 5bln S9, lObln ig9 to maintain the upside on defaults. 
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Credit book trades that makes sense 

1 - Sell protection across the IG board - buy protection in HY 

a Stress levels in Europe should recede similarly to Q3-Q4 2008 between Bear steams and Lehman 
E The LTRO plus potential coming collateral criteria changes will help stabilization 
a Unicredit "successful" recap provides a temporary “floor” to bank tangible equity 
n Market players were deeply shaken and started the year very defensively 

E IG credit spreads have been plagued by financial stress 

H the memory of 2008 has triggered a deep rooted sell off in financials 

B Yet US banks and some european banks have made genuine efforts to clean their exposure 

2- add flatteners in iG and HY on a large credit rally 

a The deleveraging process will not stop : 

B Rates are very low but credit spreads are explosive 

Q Banks will tier out the weak lenders in a low potential growth environment 

ra HY and Xover names are the most vulnerable if growth does not pick up while rates stay low 

n The long risk exposure and the flatteners should provide a low level of RWA versus the upside on credit events 

3- Use belly tranches on wide spreads and equity tranches on tight spreads 

E Go long risk belly tranches When spreads are Wide and about to collapse 

a Go long risk equity tranches when spreads are tight, stable and about to become volatile 

^ J.P.Morgan 
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Credit book profile change proposed and main scenario... 

1- The credit book has still a long vega, short gamma profile 

n Current carry is +2IW, VAR, 60-70IV1USD diy, net short risk of +200IV1USD in 50% spread widening 
EB Central scenario ; 

Bi Spreads tighten another 50%, curve barely moves 

E! The book started the year long vega, short risk and suffered as risk aversion receded fast. 

B What the plan is short term: sell more protection especially in Xover and HY to maintain RWA under 
check and neutralize the +/- 50% Credit spread moves scenarios 

2- The target risk profile 

D The book will step into positive gamma- long risk profile 

H The upside on default will be reduced due to the long risk but remains elevated thanks to the flatteners 
Q The carry will be maintained on a constant spread basis but will diminish with spreads tightening 

a Larger shorts will remain in Xover and HY names 

3- Adverse scenarios and possible drawdowns 

09 Defaults show in series where we are long risk ( HY10-HY1 1) and not in others ; this can cost 200m upfront 
0 The curves steepen and spreads do not tighten : this can cost another 300M. 
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Credit booK profile P&L summary table 


Comptession effect 


CDXHYSt? OSY- 


CPXIG S17QSY : 


tTRAXX>O Sia OSY 


ITRAXXMNSteOSY" 


Relaliw Compression Bp Value 

' - 7vr^ 3.5M USD 

BP value 

■ USD 


Pwd Evalt^lon pdx) 


RelatIvQ perftirtnanca of t«nl vs OIR 


CDXtGSUtSIS OSY- 


:COX>Q809SX5 ~ 


;ifftA)(XMNS16 05Y 


imWXXMNSIS OSY 


ilTRAXX MN S09 $X8 


|COXHY8t70SY 


ICDX HY S.io 


Fwi Evolution (ITranches) 


ITRAXXMN S09 10Y 00-03 . 
ICDXIGt' 


|CDXIGS.09 t0Y .00-03 ■ 


rrKAXX MN $09 OSY 00-0.^ 


ICDX HY spa OSY.'lO;^^- 
|CPXHY;S09 0SY.10»16~'^ 


ICDX HY. 800*500 OSY lO-tS 


CDX HY-S10 07Y 10-1^ 


SKEW SYR ( as of Z5/01 close) 
1TRAXX.IG -7.0 
ITRAXX.XO -14.7 

ITRAXX.HV '11.2 

ITRAXX.FIN5NR -5.9 
ITRAXX.F1N5UB -17.2 
iTRAXX.50VX.WE -11-1 
CDX.IG '8.1 

CDX.HY 1.6 


BP Value 
~6l20M USD 


BP Value 

i USD 

BP Value 


rrsgiM uso 


1.70| 

■ - -■ 1:33| 

EASTli^AN' KObAk 


skew as of DecSO, 11 CLOSE 
ITRAXX.I6 -9.3 

ITRAXX.XO -5.3 

ITRAXX.HV -7.2 

ITRAXX.F1NSNR -11.0 
|TRAX,X.F!NSUB -21.6 
I.TRAXX.SOVX.WE -3.2 
CDX.IG -9.8 

CDX.HY 







liVU'M 

Cairy 

lO.Q 1 

20.0 


10.0 

New Trades PnL 

70.3 

110.4 


•46-1 

Direclionelilv- 

-13.5 i 


26.6 

Compression 

71i I 

■93.1 


Forward Urvderpsrlormence 

-13.9 

-125,4 T' 


Europe ' 

Tolel 60‘S 

US.A 

-161.0 
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Core Credit Book - Current RWA Summary 

sa The table below is the CIO International desk model's Core Credit Book RWA summary (Strategic + Tactical) 
a As of COB le'" January 2012 the CIO calculated Core Credit Book RWA was USD20.9bin 
na This compares to average tJSD43bln RWA for December 2011 provided by QR 



Hi 




HlstVar 

86,566,113 

273,746,085 

3,421,826,066 

5,431,270,000 

StrossVar 

189,476.950 

599,176,751 

7,489.734,393 

17,557,570.000 

CRM 

802.991,095 

802,991,095 

10,037,388,685 

18,274.000,000" 

Total 


1.675,915,931 

20,948,949,143 

, 41,262,840,000 


*Aver»Be CRM for Q4 provided 




HistVar 

69,252.890 

StressVar 

166,360,769 
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Decision Table 





X 3 

m 3 



0) 


Ml 

HEilESEE&Hlill 

1 QR iTiSdtlpreralb | 

CIO model {^evaits 

!H!1 


Scenarios awl perceived feasibilily 
as of today 

REDUCTIOK 

(as discussed at 7lh December 
2011 meeting London and follow 
upofllOiias} 


Possible if approved by 0.R 

P 'S.' 

■ 


iiVxlel applied and dfvefliTicdKoa 

OSModelnodMIlCitlon 


CIOMinotaViCitkiii 


Oita! 

Ho (lew M 

IffiiiiSiSiSTllSS 


i'Al.aiSy 


ReJuclioninllv/A 

IWAteducedlifflAlJSllOBIfltc 
USD 29 Bln 


mHHi 


»WAt«!el£OY(i*KSmsilied| 

USD 20 Bln 


USD 15 Bln 

ESSli'i 

&timatedOivefstfiedRV/A 

USD 20 Bln 


USD 15 Bln 


Risk management 

Systematic reduction of the 
largest legs acmss the book 

Unwind of existing trades across 
the board 


Active risKretfoctlon of the 
critical legs vnth regards to RWA 
marginals. 

Buying protection on 1G9 lOyr, 
KAIHS9,HY107yr 

r 

wlUl 

' 'i... 


USD S90mm 


OSOlOOmm 



ZSHHHHH 

USOIffl-SOO* 


USOBOftlirn 

KV'.' 




,1E3 

1 






M'MaiitiiiifjagiiliiBIl 

ttE' 

MUM 

Otawds'ini needed 
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Credit book highlights 

3 blocks of forward spread exposure 

B Main ITraxx S9: 20% book RWA - gross notional: USDOObin - estimated carry: USDIOOmm 
la CDX IG9: 35% book RWA - gross notional: USD278bln - estimated carry: USD200mm 
a CDXHY10and11: 45 % book RWA -gross notional: USD115bln - estimated carry: USD1 0mm 
Main P&L components 

a 36% crude reduction cost USD590mm (in case we get no detail from QR computation) 
a -USD1 30mm Main 
ea -USD260mm CDX IG 
0 -USD210mm CDX HY 

E Expected carry over the year with regular reduction : USD300mm - 500mm 
B Remaining optionality: USD200-300mm on defaults 
E Potential drawdown: US0100“200mm in US HY 
Expiration schedule ; 

m Main ITraxx S9: June 2013 (50% position) 

0 CDX IG9; Dec 2012 (40% position) 

E CDX HY10 and 11; Jun 2012 and Dec 2012: (30% position) 
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Credit book possible paths 

QR method prevails ; target RWA 20Bln 

0 Path 1 : QR provides regular and detailed data about CRM-stress var and var scenarios: 
H Active and opportunistic reduction necessary : trading cost estimated to be 250M USD 
0 Estimated carry accrued over the year 200MUSD 
0 Potential gains from remaining convexity : 50-1 SOM USD . 
el p&L range : -50MUSD to +100IV1 USD 


m Path2 : QR does not update (201 1 scenario) : Central scenario so far 
ra Systematic reduction necessary : estimated reduction cost 590IV1 USD 
E Estimated carry accrued over the year 400-500IV1 USD 
0 Potential gains from remaining convexity ; 50IV1 USD 
a P&L range :-150IVlUSD to -SOM USD 



la Paths: QR grants diversification in VAR-STRESS VAR_ CRM 
SI P&L range to be defined 
sa NO DATA or any Hint for now 
B Optimisation possible 

- Trading costs 1 00-200M USD depending on scale target 

- Carry flat 

— Optionality 200-300M USD 

11 
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Credit book possible paths 2 

CIO method prevails : target RWA 20Bln 

u Path 1 : 15 Bln RWA target no optionality targeted: the books expires naturally 
a Risk management and trading costs : 100M USD 
aa Estimated carry accrued over the year 200MUSP 
B Potential gains from remaining convexity : 0-50M USD 
B P&L range : 100IV1-150M USD 

a Path2 : 20 Bln RWA Jump optionality : the book is actively managed 
0 Risk management and trading cost 100M USD 
0 Estimated carry accrued over the year SOM USD 

B Potentiai gains from convexity : 0-250M USD 
a P&L range : -50MUSD to 200MUSD 

B Path 3 ; Diversification granted 
„ E P&L range to be defined 

S 0 NO DATA or any Hint for now 

» B Optimisation possibie 

5 _ Trading costs 100-200M USD depending on scale target 

o - Carry flat 

“ - Optionality 300-500M USD 

S . _ J.EMorgan 
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Credit book possible paths 3 

Possible risk management options as the book options for upside on Jump-to-default expire : 

0 Path 1 : the risks are neutralized and the book accrues the remaining carry 
ta We buy protection on long term tenors where we have long risk exposures 
ra ideal scenario if fonward credit spreads compress 
sa The cost will be very low on a bull market. 

a Target positions IG9 lOyr, Main Itraxx 1 0yr, HY10 7yr, HY1 1 7yr 

IS Path2 ; The upside on jump to defauit events is maintained the book is not reduced 
0 We roll over the jump upside by adding flatteners on low spreads 
0 We lock a good positive carry by selling the forward credit spreads on wide spreads 
E The cost can be limited but this requires some increase in notionals 

E Target trades : flatteners on mezzanine tranches, flatteners on indices, directional trading on on- 
the-run indices 


o 

o 



a Path 3 : Diversification granted 

a With data : the book can be scaled according to stress scenarios 
ED NO DATA or any Hint for now 
m Optimisation possible 

- Trading costs 100-200M USD depending on scale target 

- Carry flat 

- Optionality 300-500M USD or more.. 

„ J.E Morgan 
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From: Iksil, Bruno M <bruno.in.iksil@pmchase.coin> 

Sent: Mon, 30 Jan 2012 18:07:48 GMT 

To: Martin-Artajo, Javier X <javiCTJLinartin-artajo@jpmoT^.com> 

Subject; RE: update on core credit book 


yes. Are you available now? 


From: Martin-Artajo, Javier X 
Sent: 30 January 2012 18:05 
To: Iksil, Bmno M 

Subject: Re: update on core credrt book 

Let's discuss when you have a second . Can you call me on my mobile ? 


From: Iksf, Bruno M- 

Sent Monday, January 30, 2012 04:41 PM 

To: Martin-Artajo, Javier X 

Cc: Grout, Julien G 

Subject: update on core credit book 

We have to report a loss in the widening today, much less because the book has a long risk bias. 

Comes month end and we cannot really prevent the forward spreads from moving up. 

We get closer but each day the dealers report unreliable runs, wider bid-ask quotes and this cost us. 

To trade them is costly and leads to increase irt notionals. 

We have some evidence that our counterparties need to frame the prices to our disadvantage but here the book 
is really balanced, ie there is this foward spread exposure that has nice features but this is not a profile where 
we can control the P&L unless we just let it roll off. 

We need to discuss at this stage I guess : 

the book is now set to carry positively and get some extra gains depending on where defaults show up. A no 
default scenario is now also a good outcome. Yet, tf>e final result is unknown. All I see Is that liquidity is so poor 
that we Just add notionals with the street. So that improves the outright final P&L number but this increases the 
issues with the risks and the size, as well as our sensitivity to price moves and trading costs. 

Because the views in the book are much more benign than in the past, the mean reverting pattern of the P&L is 
stronger { le we face an ever lower risk to be wronged); Yet, to avoid this accumulation we need to let go on one 
way : the only one I see is to stay as we are and let the book simply die. That we should take some hits because 
the markets might create noise in the P&L is a certain reaHty. Yet, the control of the drawdown now is 
generating issues that make the book only bigger in notionals. 

As a paradoxical result, I have to take directional views on the market direction, in order to pre-empt the moves 
that the dealers will do against us. And 1 see thatthe trading I run is closer and close to dealers' with a 
directional bias. This is a problem we had many times but only when we had views going counter to consensus. 
At the current ^age, we still have the long lisk In forwaed spreads but the notionals become scary and upside is 
limited unless we have really unexpected scenarios. In the meantime, we face larger and larger drawdown 
pressure, versus the risk due to notional increases. 

Please let me know the course of action I should take here. 
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From: Iksil, Bruno M <bruno.m,iksil(aiipmchase.com> 

Sent: Mon, 30 Jan 2012 17:28:21 GMT 

Buraya, Luis C <luis.c,buraya@jpmorgan.com>; De Sangues, Eric 
<eric,de.sangues(a)ipinorgan.com> 

Subject: FW: update on core credit book 


From: Iksil, Bruno M 
Sent:, 30 January 2012 16:42 
To: Mardn-Artajo, Javier X 
Cc: Grout, Juiien G 

Subject: update on core credit book ' . 

We have to report a loss in the widening today, much less because the book has a long risk bias. 

Comes month end and we cannot really prevent the forward spreads from moving up. 

We get closer but each day the dealers report unreliable runs, wider bid-ask quotes and this cost us. 

To trade them is costiy and leads to increase in notionais. 

We have some evidence that our counterparties need to frame the prices to our disadvantage but here the book is really 
balanced, ie there is this toward spread exposure that has nice features but this is not a profile where we can control the P&L 
unless we just let it roll off. 

We need to discuss at this stage I guess : 

the book is now set to carry positively and get some extra gains depending on where defaults show up. A no default scenario 
vs now also a good outcome. Yet, the final result is unknown. Ail 1 see is that liquidity is so poor that we just add, notionais with 
the street. So that improves the outright final P&L number but this increases the issues with the risks and the size, as weil as 
our sensitivity to price moves and trading costs. 

Because the views in the book are much more benign than in the past, the mean reverting pattern of the P&L is stronger ( le 
we face an ever lower risk to be wronged). Yet, to avoid this accumulation we need to let go on one way : the only one 1 see is 
to stay as we are and let the book simply die. That we should take some hits because the markets might create noise in the 
P&L is a certain reality. Yet, the control of the drawdown now is generating issues that make the book only bigger in 
notionais. 

As a paradoxical result, I have to take directional views on the market direction, in order to pre-empt the moves that the 
dealers will do against us. And I see that the trading I run is closer and close to dealers' with a directional bias. This is a 
problem we had many times but only when we had views going counter to consensus. At the current stage, we still have the 
long risk in forwaed spreads but the notionais become scary and upside is limited unless we have really unexpected scenarios. 
,!n the meantime, we face larger and larger drawdown pressure versus the risk due to notional increases. 

Piease let me know the course of action t should take here. 

Best regards 

Bruno IKSlL 
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From; Iksii, Bruno M <bruno.mJksil@jpmchase.com> 

Sent: Tue, 31 Jan 2012 12:36:28 GMT 

To: Martin-Artajo, Javier X <javier.x.martln-artajo@jpmorgan.com> 

Subject: hello, quick update in core credit... 

ok they keep playing games in itraxx now. 1 will show up for small in the hope we can limit the pain, 

as to iG9, things look much better, not that we are imune but we can show that we are not at mids but on realistic level. 

I wait for Hy and will keep you in the loop when I have a final number. 

I went ! to tSMG and advised that we set the book for long risk carry the time for us to see whether we really need to fight in 
mars. 

It will be time then ; I just reminded the episode of 09 when 1 feared the drawdown and I ended up with the right position but 
not the right timing. 

1 hope I did right. 

Let me know your thoughts, 

Regards 

Bruno 
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From: Maoris, Achilla O <achnies.amacris@jpmoi^an.coin> 

Sent: Tue, 31 Jan 2012 13:42:51 GMT 

To: Drew, Ina <Ina.Drew@jpmorgan.coitf> 

Subject; Corebook pi&l drawdown and main exposures 


FYI — further to our discussion, please see ray comments to Javier below: 

Original Message 

From: Martin-Artajo, Javier X 

Sent; 31 January 2012 12:44 

To; macris@|H||HH Maoris, Achilles O 

Subject: Re: Core book p&l drawdown and main exposures 

Achilles , 

The meetings so far arepositive with respect to VAR, good for Stress Var and not clear, for CRM . Been 
working on the presentation for today tfiis morning . I am in a meeting with Risk now and with QR in 45 
minutes . Then Ina and Hogan briefly . The process here in NY is complicated because Market Risk 
needs to coordinate with the guys that talk to the regulators on a very regular basis . ' 

So we are going to see a further reduction of the Var of at least 15%in the next 3-4 weeks .Now I am 
worldng on the CRM with QR. Then to see Adam Gilbmon the regulatory side . 


Original Message • I "^" **^*‘*‘* by the Permanent 

From; macris@|BH^BHH I— Subcommittee on invatig ations 

Sent; Tuesday, January 31, 2012 07:58 AM • 

To: Martin-Z^jo, Javier X 

Cc: Iksil, Bruno Stephari, Keith; Kalim^s, Evan 

Subject: FW: Core book p&l drawdown and main exposures 

Hi Javier, 

How is it going in NY? 

Are you dialling into ISMG? 

We need to discuss the synthetic book. 

The current strategy doesn't seem to work-out. 

The intention was to be more bullish, but the book doesn't behave as 
intended. 

Taking into account the conservative year-end marks and the January positive 
cany, the finandal 
Performance is worrisome. 

I think that we need to urgently rcvaluate the core position in bearish 
steepeners and the associated maximum drawdown's. 

The "timing" issues on the older series are somewhat predictable, and the 
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second order p&l discrepancies should be viewed differently from the core 
position. 

Thanks, 

A, 


The book currently conveys a short risk exposure in us' by and a long risk 
exposure in ig indices series 9 ( both CDx and itraxx). This exposure 
balances the jump to default risk of the book : we would lose money now on a 
default in us hy and make money if the default occurs in tg world. One can 
summarize the net exposure as : the book has a bullish flatteneis inig and 
a bearish steepeners in us hy. 

Since the start of the year, the book loses money on the short in hy and 
makes money overall in ig as expected. Now, the loss inhy is higher than 
expected because of equity tranches moves ( linked to Kodak default). The 
gain in ig is lower than expected due to the lag in series forward spreads. 

The drawdown in p&I is large because the notionals are large and the trade 
on forward spreads involve many legs all of which incurs a loss. The 
drawdown is sudden because the spreads have squeezed but capital has not 
come back to the markets yet. The skews and the basis remain large while the 
spreads have tightened 20% ytd. 

Why does it impact the book ? 

The book used the forward spreads ( a net long risk exposure ) to buy 
protection on defaults short term and buy some upside on large spread 
widening. This worked very well lastyear. 

Now January is v^ bullish and the street owns the protection we sold on 
the forwards. Towards month end the spread on series 9 remains sticky and 
tends to widen more than the rest especially the on-ihe-run indices where 
the book still has short risk overlay. So the book is squeezed on both ends 
and we saw this pattern from the first days of the year. It did not really 
correct since dien. This explains why die ig part of the book does not 
perform as expected. 

The book is also hurt on the hy leg and this is linked to the unwinds from 
lastyear ; I sold out some longs in hy8-9-10-ll series. The street was 
caught long risk in the on the run indices iebyl4-l 5-16-17 when AMR filed 
: they entered flatteners by selling what I was selling in order to limit 
the losses. In this rally, with Kodak filing fex chapter 1 1, they have 
sponsored their own position at the expense of the book. No one can tell 
what will happen after Kodak is removed rom the indices because the recovery 
is quite low already ( 73%). The on the runs indices have rallied a lot 


' Redacted by the Permanent 
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since December catching up with the equity market n»e book has lagged the 
rally on its longs via equity tranches but would catch up if there isn't any 
defauh in us hy over the next 3-6 mondis ( in hy 10-1 1 series). 

Yesterday and today most likely, no matter what the market will do, the 
series 9 forwards will underperfoTTO and for hy I expect somefranung too. 
Yet here this is broad based. I tried to fight it in the last sessions and 
it was unsuccessful . 

If you have time I will send you a mono that describes the technicals of the 
market positioning in ig world. Let me know if you care to read it. 

Best regards 
Bruno Dcsil 
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Redacted by the Permanent 

From: Achilles Macris Subcommittee on investigations 

Sent: Thu, 01 Mar 2012 11:10:42 GMT * 

To: 'Martin-Artajd, Javier X' <javier.x.martin-art3jo@jpmorgan.com> 

Subject: priorities 


Hey Javier, 

Here are some thoughts: 

■ Focus on the metrics and P+L of the synthetic book. I am worried that the $206 RWA committed be year-end, is too 
aggressive. If we need to 

Actually reduce the book, we will not be able to defend our positions.... We need to win on the methodology and then the 
diversification. Hogan, doesn't not understand the book and it should be explained through Ashley etc. Let's meet Ashley 
soonest. 

As this would be driving all things important to us, it would be important to focus on the P+L and the post methodology 
RWA, should be what it takes to achive the P+L 

We need to find a low RWA spread trade for size. Something between George and Tolga. Maybe Austria or EU, and buy 
SlSb spread with low RWA 

OR, step-in and buy the RMBS at new tights if you think that would generate issuance.... 

In Credit, to focus on some MtM low hanging fruit to assist the B/E for Bruno etc 

Thanks, 

Achilles 
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From: Grout, Julien G <julierLg.grout@jpmchase.com> 

Sent: Tne, 20 Mar 2012 19:52:02 GMT 

To: CIO ESTIMATED P&L <CIO_CREDrr_P&L@jpnichase.com> 

CC: CIO P&L Team <CIO„P&L_Teain@jpnichase.coni> 

Subject: CIO Core Credit P&L Predict [20 Mar]: -$39,686k(dly) -$275,424k (ytd) 


Daily P&L: -$39,685,995 
YTD P&L: -$275,424,3 07 

Daily P&L($) YTD P&L($) . 

Redacted By 

Pennanent Subcommittee on Investigations 


Europe High Grade -21,802,054 32,664,651 


Redacted By 

Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations 


Redacted By 

Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations 


US Hgh Grade -20,3 14,624 458,833,337 


Redacted By 

Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations 


US HY & LCDX 11,562,342-104,083,807 
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Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations 
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Redacted By 

Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations 


US ABX/TABX-155 -20,081 

Redacted By 

Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations 

New Investments -10,802,807 -392,038,020 

Redacted By 

Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations 


- Dead Books (Core) -85 1,377 


Redacted By 

Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations 


Washbook/Costs 0 0 


Explanatory P&L (in SlOOOs): 

Name Total Dirotid Tranche Carry IR. N/T Adjust FX 



- l-voiiB.thn, 
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SOVX 0 

CDX IG 83.5 -1.5 
CDXHY 100 -0.063 
LCDX 102 

The roll period creates distortioas in prices that impact us. The hit comes mostly from the rally in credit market 
where the series 9 both Itraxx.Main and CDXTGlag. The book does not have enough CSOl to balance this lag : 
asthe breakdown shows the book loses a lot of money on directional ($105M) while it is long risk in CDX.IG 
credit and short risk in CDX.HY and iTraxx.Xover credit. Yet, we estimate the gain on decompression as $30M 
in Europe and $30M in the US while the series 9 lag versus frie market is of l-2bps or $100M The net result is 
a loss of $40M and we must expect more to come until investors opt to profit from the ongoing lag in those 
series 9. 

As of today, reconstructing the CDXIG9 lOyr performance fiom the on the run indices and the 4 widest names 
in CPX.IG9 (Radian, MBIA, Istar, Sprint), the undaperformance of the CDX.IG9 curves is between 6bps to 13 
bps, which amount approximately to $450-500M forthe sole CPX.IG9 series. iTraxx.Main S9 is also lagging 
by 3-4 bps or another $60-80M. Added to this the CDX.HYloss of $100M for Kodak and Rescap, plus the lag 
of the CDX.HYlO-CDX.HYll series versus the on-the-runs that Is also $100-200M, the lag inP&L is material 
(S600-800M), As to the potential outperformance, it is much more a fiinction of whether some names default 
and which one will default. We estimate the carry daily to be $1M while it may not show as it is stored in the 
ability of the forward spreads to "roll down" the curve. So far they did but at a much lower pace than the on the 
run indices rally ; both in CDX.IG, iTraxx.Main and CDX.HY curves ; in IG space, the long term forward 
rolled down slower than the market (i.e. short term spreads outperformed) while in CDX.HY, it is the opposite, 
i.e, long term spreads outperform short term spreads. This can be e^lained by the recovery in CDX.IG space 
while RESCAP and KODAK failed in CDX.HY space. 

The CDX.HY bucket is now protected against any default and the cost of buying the protection is covered with 
selling protection in CDX.IG on the run indices. We sold more protection today in CDX.IG and iTraxx.Main in 
order to improve the carry and the recov^ of the book looking forward. 


Again, a lot of prices are still being framed and we are providing our best estirnate, 
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From: Oaikhiena, Isi <isi.oaikhiena@jpmchasexom> 

Sent; Tue, 20 Mai 2012 20:40:57 GMT 

To: EOD Credit estimate <EOD_Credit_estimate@jpmchase.com> 

CC: CIO P&L Team <CIO_P&L_Team@jpmchase.com> 

Subject: International Credit Consolidated P&L 20-Mar-2012 






592 


Redacted By 

Total Investments Permanent Subcommittee on Investiga 

Management 

ions 





TRR Credit P&L as at 20/03/201 2 


USD OOO's 

Daily Est MTD QTD YTD 

usHighGrade . Redacted By 

us High Yield 

US ABx and TABX Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations 

IR Hedges 

New Investments 


Total Strategic -39,686 -41.621 -275,425 -275,425 

racticai Tactical 1 Redacted By 

Tactical 2 

Credit Single Names Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations 

Total core -41.814 -35,052 -222,885 -222,68 


MTM ABs Redacted By 

Investment Equity Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations 


AFS AB5 (TRR) 
AFS CLO (TRR) 
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Total Investments 
Management 

Total International Credit: 


Redacted By 

Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations 


-41,595 -21,584 -86.205 -86,20Sj 


CREDIT MARKET COMMENTARY 


Synthetic Credit 

The roll period creates distortions in prices that impact us. The hit comes mostlv from the rally in credit market where the series 9 both Itraxx.Main and CDX.IG 
lag. The book does not have enough CSDl to balance this lag ; as the breakdown shows the book loses a iot of money on directional [5105M) while it is long risk 
in CDX.IG credit and short risk in CDX.HY andiTraxx.Xoveraecfit Yet, we estim^e the gain on decompression as $30M in Europe and S30M in the US while the 
series 9 lag versus the market is of l-2bps or $100M. The net result Is a loss of $4DM and we must expect more to come until investors opt to profit from the 
ongoing lag in those series 9. 

As of today, reconstructingtheCDX.IGS lOyr performance from the on the rur» Indices and the 4wjdest names in COX. tG9 (Radian, MBIA, Istar, Sprint), the 
underperformance of the CDX.IG9 curves is between 6bps to 13 bps, which amountapproximately to$4SO-500MforthesoleCDX.I69 series. ITraxx.Main S9 is 
also lagging by 3-4 bps or another $60-80M. Added to this the CDX.HY loss of $100M for Kodak and Rescap, plus the lag of the CDX.HYlO-CDX.HYll series versus 
the on-the-runs that is also $100- ZOOM, the lag in P&L is material ($600-800M). As to the potential outperformance, it is much more a function of whether some 
names default and which one will default. We estimate the carrydailvtobe$lM whileitmaynot ^ow as it is stored in the ability of Che forward spreads to "roil 
down" the curve. So far they did but at a much lower pace than the on the run indices ratty : both in CDX.IG, FTraxx.Main and CDX.HY curves : in IG space, the 
longterm forward rolled down slower than the market (i.e. shortterm spreads outperformed) while in COX.HY, it is the opposite, i.e. longterm spreads 
outperform shortterm spreads. This can be explained by the recovery in CDX.IG space while RESCAP and KODAK failed in CDX.HY space. 

The CDX.HY bucket is now protected against any default and the cost of buying the protecbon is covered with selling protection in CDX.IG on the run indices. We 
sold more protection today in CDX.IG and iTraxx.Main in order to improve the carry and the recovery of the book looking forward. 


Again, a lot c]f prices are stilt being framed and we are providing our best estimate. 


Secured Credit 


The market continues to trade well with mezzanine paper closing in on th^r peak levels from mid-2011 end a continued shortage of senior vaniila AB$/M6S 
continuing to put pressure on spreads. We continue to receive healthy amortisations across the asset classes. 
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March 20, 2012 



Participants: Martin-Artajo and Iksil 

Iksi! Hello. 

Martin-Aitajo Hi Bruno, 

Dcsil Yea, Hi Javier. 

Martin-Artajo Hello man. 

Dcsil Yea so, yea we sent an estimate down 40 million today. 

Martin-Artajo Yea. Why did you do that? 

iksil Because you know, it was, we actuaUy did not recover what we Yc gaining on 

dccompres.sion we are making like 50, 60 million on decompression and we twre 
losing [inaudible] in this lag and— 

Martin-Aitajo Okay, okay, I just don’t want you to do this, 1 don’t know why you’ve done it 

anyway you’ve done it, so that’s it. I don’t know why, anyway, you should have 
told me this because it doesn’t help us for the conversation for tomorrow 
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March 20.2012 


Martin-Aitajo 


Martin-Aitajo 


Martin- Artajo 


Yea I don’t understand your logic mate, Ijust don’t understand, I told Achilles, he ; 
told me that he didn’t want to show the loss until we know what we’re going to do ; : 
tomorrow. But it doesn’t matter I know (hat you have a problem you want to be at ; 
peace with yourself, okay its okay Bruno. I’ve, it’s alii^ I know that you’re in a 
hard position here, because, you know 

I can tel! you how I got there. You know. I work widi Julien fliat’s why we are still 
there and, you know, what we’ve tried to do is to say ok^ you know for month’s 
end, we want to fighl, where are we you know, so and you know r eally, really , if 
we wanlto just be realistic as to what we can ejqxct to do, I wanted to show like ; 
upfront, precisely before w%ft( we discuss, you know, what it’s going to look like 
that you know if we expect potentially to lose 100, 200 million it’s because from 
where we are today, right, wc will fail to txing back one basis point here, a 
crossover point in high yield there. It’sjust that, you sec, just 

No, no, no, it’s okay, it’s everywhere I know. I’ve sent you. I’ve sent you a report 
there to illustrate what the proUem is. 1 don’t know if you’ve read it. but it iust 
highlights the whole conversation we’ve had. Okay — 

Yea, okay. 

Um, it basically says the following, it basically says that we’ve reduced 
enormously the volatility of the bocJc, the VaR and the stress VaR and the CRM, 
okay? Now the problem that we have is that we’ve increased ihise IRC because of 
the extra long Lets say okay 

Yes, yes f inaudiblel. right? 


Martin-Aitajo Yes. 

Iksil Yes, I saw it yes. 

Martin-Aitajo So the problem that we have froB with (hi s, ok. is that the problem that we have ; 

from this is that really it just shows the problem, this spreadsheet just shows the 
problem. It shows tha t, y shows that -we have a book that has been reduced in risk 
terms a lot. It shows that these guys have been doing something with the model 
that is stupid okay because the CF^ now, they just don’t laww how to explain 
what we do okay? They’re just stupid quants really okay? The only guy that has 
been able to understand a little bit is the new guy, this Venkat guy. He understands. . 
what the problem is okay. He knows that this hwk. we need to keep doing what j H;: 

ftfaa O ai roci U un - -',j, 
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March 20, 2012 


we’re doing. It’s just that we need to get rid of the CRM by externalizing Ihe trade 
which is what the investment needs to do and then at some point we need to 
time the extra long, okay , which means that, you know, we can l^ep the long until 
it gets very, very tight or, or you do what the investment bank does is that you short 
IG and you go long high yield and then you get the benefit of diat because happens 
to be the problem that the CRM has, ok^. It happens to be capital for free. And 
that’s what the , that’s what the investment bank has done if you think about it okayi 
The investment bank has the short as the ovCTlay okay, let’s put it the hedges, right? 
So our hedges are kind of a_loi^ according to the modelthat these guys use okay. 

You follow me? 

Iksil No, no. I know, I know you scebutlhat’swl^ Itriedsendinglhis P&L I sent also 

the comments it came from Julicn but 1 wrote it, where I said okay you know wc 
take this loss, we are mountainkig m ainlainine long risk where wc have to be, the 
rally is on IG but guess what you know it’s lagging so much that actually we have . 
to show loss, and I explained that this is a lag that keeps going, that amounts to a 
potential of 8QQ hueks. right, tha t that -- 

Martin-Artajo What are you saying Bruno? What are you talking about? What is. v You're losing 
your mind here, man, why did, y ou’re sending an email that you would get, what is 
Ihis 800 bucks? 

Iksil It's just the lag that we have in IG, H^ -inhieh yield, in main that is all over the 

hook that makes that this book is just bleedme in -the m oney but it’s just the lag, 
that’s justthe Sag, 

I Martm-Artajo Okay but this is just what we need to e xplain tomorrow you don’t need to explain 
in the email man. 

I Iksil Yea but I had to put the comment on this big move, I thought, I thought diat was^ 

that was a way to. to. to show what’ s happening on a day like •• 

Martin-Artajo Yea but why do you do it tod^ when we are going to explain it tomorrow. 

Airway, listen you’ve done it okay I don’t know man. I’ve been, I don’t know why 
you didn’t tell me when I was there I don’t know why, why. 

Ik-sil Because, because, because that’s, that’s what we saw today, you know we’ve tried 

every'lhing, we’ve run though all the Ains, all the pxices, all the way we should" 

Martin-Artajo IknowBnino but listen mate, listen the problem that, okay it’s fine you’ve done itT;! 

cannot really tel] you, you know, not to do this, you’ve done it becau.se you feel ; i i:! 
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March 20, 2012 


Marlin-Artajo 

I Dcsil 


Martin-Artajo 


i Martin-Artajo 


you have to do it, that’sokay. What ! don’t understand at aO is w}^ are you 
explaining this, this way on the email? Wl^ don’t you explain it tomorrow when ; ; 
Ina is there and we have, because this onlv - ttiis only creates, it rust creates more 
tension you understand? It’s not going to help me here as much, right? Because 
then tomorrow I’m going to say look you know this is. What happens if she tells 
me &at we cannot keep going long? jjust don’t, anyway, no it’s not a big deal, 
okay 40 million, to be honest is not a big deal, it’s not a big problem, okay so don’tj . 
don’t, okay, I don’t know. I’m just. I’m just tired, man, I just, I don’t know what to; j 
You know we are really getting into 5minethm g that the IB- investment hank h ates, i 
okay, and you know they just do. They jusi have it because they have the opposite 
position here because they have optimized their modc L right?r ^ they’ve 
optimized this model and now we’re going to have to challenge them not only in 
the market but on the model side, because otherwise, you know, otherwise, we’re : 
going to have to trade at some poin t vou know, and that's W'lurt I, that’s what I-- 

That’s w'hat you fear. 

Sony? 

That’s fe Vwhat you fear, right? That at some stage we are in a comer becairse no i 
one wants to go on with this challenge with the IB, yes? 

No, i don’t know Bruno, you’re logic sometimes, let’s talk tomonow because wc 
have all morning to prepare for this ok^? I, listen man, I, I don’t know, I know . 
that you’re doing your job, you’re trying your best, okay, so. vou know. 1 don’t 
think you mean, you know, I just sometimes don’t cotmecl with you, I don't know, 

I just don’t know howto explain this. 

Yea it’s difficult because you know the thing is we ’re on the desk and we’re really I 
looking at it you know and eveiydiing and I said you know it’s like there were 4 
basis points missing on IG 9 or 4 basis points missing on (inaudib) e l S9 so we tiy 
to you know- 

Okav. okav. oQ kav man, this is. this is okay, I wish I had, sorry about I didn't get ; 
your call. I. um- 

No, I tried, I waited, I waited. I sent you an SMS because I thought you would youi ^ 
know receive it on you blackberry before everything, but you know and we kej« ! ; 
looking for it, and 1 tried and tried, and I’m not fooled by that you know it’s just I jiiiii 
that, I have to, I don’t know I tbou^t, I thou^t that wa s, that was not realistic 
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know what we were doing, and mn, and I said probabfy I was wrong you know, I ; 
thought that it was this estimate before tomorrow, you know, was the way to, 
because I know Ina is going to read ttic commeDts, so maybe it will leave some 
time, and she will have different questions, or I don’t know, because usually when; 
we discuss you know we’re really short and squeezed and I wanted to say these 
things before we actually, I actually have to e}q)!ain the whole thing, but in 
summary that’s what we, we discussed todr^ right, that it’s just a mark to market 
I noise, that’s urn. So that, I don’t know, probably I Ofe vi e r -made the mistake right, 

but that, it’s one mistake forifoa another here, because if I don’t - 

Martin-Aitajo No, no, no, man, no man. 

Iksil I think I do a worst one , you know so . It’s sort of u^^ logic is strange but i t’s-lik ein 

fact I have to choose between one bad thing and one thing (hat I think was wors^. ^ 

Martin-Artajo Yea no I, listen I’m not going t o. I’m not going to sugar coat things, you know. I : 

don’t know if you’re thinking thatyou,youknowrmjust trying to do this the best 
possible way, man, okay so. I’m trying to gel all the facts in front of Achilles and 
Ina, the fact that we show a loss here it’s okr^ it’s not, it is a problem, you know 
I’ve already told her that there’s a problem, so.you know, Tve alreat^ told her, so: 
you know we’re going to sit down tomorrow and talk about the CRM and we’re 
going to calk about the proWems. You kr»w I’ve sent you an email on what she ; 
wants to discuss tomorrow she wants to see the changes in the book okay so you ; 
need to make sure Julien does that. 


Iksil It, I w'as working on it 

Nfartin-Aitajo Okay. Thank you for that man, I am, I know. I’ve been. I’m working on this other ; 

I deal that I need to get done for the feoefc-for the book, for the secured credit book. 

It’s just that I um, shit, I wish, I don’t know, just explained this a little bit better 
because what happens is that you know, I think that, it’s nor here aor there, it just ; 
highlights that there ore problems in the book. You know in that sense I understand • 

I what you’re saying. The problem tfaat-l have is that I wish (hat um . because I also v 

I think that what^ happens-hefe. what's happening here it’ss just (he investment 

bank that we have in front of us is doing tUngs I meaa this, the call that I had 
today you know when Anil Pinto fsicl called I know that (hey have a problem here 
okay. So the more we recognize that wc have a problem okay. Se-tihe more we 
you recognize that w e ho^e o probl e m okay; - rt’o, Iho more you r e cograao the harder 
it is to settle with the IB at a better price if that what’s goirtg to happen. You 
understand what I’m saying? 
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Iksil Yea, yea because we settle the P&L at a level where w-e ackno'wicdge more and 

more and more, which mean s that it’s more and more acceptable, and therefore it‘s. 
more and more F inaudiblol ioouo o difficult to refuse . That’s the way I understand 
that, yes. 

Martin-Aitajo Yes so in a wav, what hapT>ens is that imagine if tomoiTO W. imagine if tomorrow 
they say we need to settle wifli the IB, okay. If there is a chance. I’m saying I think 
it’s a, I don’t know, a 15 percent, 25 percent chance because we are over the capital 
here, okay. Listen tome tomorrow we’ll go through this, but I don’t know you 
probably are tired now. But 25 percent chance, wl^? Because we are over the 
capita! right and we have a joss here that is, it’s not a dramatic loss, okay. It's a 
loss that you know that wc can lake and we -oan get out because the books are so 
big now in terms of P&L that you know, you know if I take the other side of this, 
and say, if you are Achilles, if Achilles is going to decide on this okay, he would 
say okay let’s get out of the trade and settle with the IB and whatever it is right? 

You follow me? 

Iksil Yes, yes. 

Martin-Artaio So, so. y ou know there is a chance that this happens and they say okay stop this. 

we’re going to stop this, they call the investment bank and they settle this okay, 
they settle the delta difference that we need and the CRM that we need to 
externalize okay. There is a chance that this happen, I’m not saying iPslhi349 going 
to happen Bruno I’m just telling you that this could happen. So let’s sit down 
tomorrow to discuss because 1 want to .see all the, all the scenarios that we need to . 
discuss, the other scenario that we need to discuss is how, what is the trade that 
puls us back inside the capital right, inside the 36 billion. Weil, it’s very easy to do . , 
now because all vou need to do is reduce the , reduce the extra delta that Pat has in 
liis book by a third, right? A little bit more than a third, a little bit more than a 
third. You follow me? 

Dcsil Yes. 

Martin-Artajo You understand what I’m saying? 

Iksil Yes. yes, yes, yes. 

Martin-Artajo Okay so. you know it could be that they say okay well let’s reduce the extra delta, ' 

i.e, the long in lO -investment frrade bv a third, which means that we need to reduce 
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Martin-Artajo 


biOion, okay? 6 billion, okay? And then we* re inside the capital now flfld we. you . 
and 1. don’t want ChaL becaus e, because we don’t because we’ve decided that’s noi ; 
what we want to do. But Fmjustgivmgyouall the, weneed to discuss this 
tomorrow, it’s not the right lime, okayyou’ve sent the email hia’s going to see it, 
she’s not going to be surprised 1^ the loss because I’ve discussed it with her. She 
will send me an email, and Achilles tonight, so will h ave to answer this 

email y ou see. So, so anyway, you’ve just created something I need to return, 
respond that’s all. That’s why I’m telling you. Ijust want you to know that this iS; ;; 
what’s going to happen so you know, it’s a consequence that maybe I could have ' 
avoided but it’s unavoidable tomorrow, because we need to . we need to explain 
what are the options that we have, and when we explain the optioirs we’re going to ; : 
.say okay, what are the options here? The options are settle with the ^investment ; 
bank , not settle with the IB -investincnt bank b ut flien we hav« to time the exit of the 
book so, you know, and that’s, so they give us extra coital for let’s say a quarter or:: 
two, right? And then, youknow, you know, then other things happen I think that, I : 
think that, I think, you kiww, I think w e have to be honest with what we do here, i 
that's going to be our issts. it’s not going to amount to £40 million I agree with 
you so I don’t think this is an issue, bull wish I could have discussed it with you. 

So thank you for um, thank you forum, for the work. I don’t know man. 1 know 
that you’re late in the office and you should go and rest, and we’ll talk tomorrow, > 

Okay, okay. 

F.verything else, everything else okay? You tired, you okay, man, vou tired, a re yrni 
sleeping well? 

No it’s , no it's relatively okav because vou know again. 1. the discussion with 
Achilles you know I (he?! tried again the question 1 have, do I miss something? Ehd' . 
I miss something? And I did feel, you know, unsettled by his questions, you know^ : 
and I just feinkt hat. I agree with you it’s really a question of B e rf e ot i e Bperception. .■ 
and yea probably I should not have done that it’s just (hat you know that, that’s the 
situation still I thought that that w ould be vou know a way to start step the 
discussion- 

Okay, it’s not here nor there, okay I’m just saying it’s, I don't know. 1 wish I could 
discuss it with you, because um, I didn’ t. 1 di^’t want to show the P&L and 
Achilles told me yesterday not to do it So, okay, so we’re just going to have to 
explain that this is getting worse, (hat’s it. Okay, alright mac -• Sony? 


No I said sorry for that, it’s just that, yea, I n 
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Martin-Artajo 


Martin-Artajo 

I 


do that I know I’m not making your life ai^ easier, and if — 

No, no, no. you know I think that you*re an hcmest guv, vou know, i t’s iust that, I • : ; ; 
did not want you to do this way, but you know you feel that the bid offer spreads 
□re giving you a headache, and you want to release it this way, which is your own ; : , 
way of doing it, and it’s fair, it’s fair, it’s fair, i don’t want you to— Sony? 

The thing is you know today. I said I told lulien VOU know o kav I^’s trv to frame 
this you know, this P&L estimate whatever it’s going to be, ri^t, so that with 
tomoiTow, whatever the dedsion made^ right, wiiether we settle or we decide to 
fi^t, you know like we go long and that we are going to defend the position on > 

IG , on 9. on H¥ -high yield v ou know.tiy to do the minimum size everywhere you • 
know so that the book growsg ees a little hat but not too much, so that we are, you 
know, we maintain knowledge the level where we are, and finaudible) w e aren’t 
too far off, I thought s aw-that tomorrow, at one stage, after, before at one stage 
later. ! would show vou. you know what the plan can be. where, how many basis 
points here and there we are chasing and what size we can expect to do, right? And 
I realized we were, we were, we had to get doser to wliere the market is even if the ' 
market is wrong, you see? Because, because that’s where we start, you know, it’s 
also, I want to avoid you know a second st^e where I say something and you 
know, I don’t, I cannot deliverbecause then you know there will be a lot of 
questions and doubts, and I didn’t see you know we are close enough to where the 
market is it may move you know. I’m aware of that, so we didn’t want to show 
something, like. The number 1 search, you know, is the result of where I thought, ; : 
you know, we could take a reference. So that whatever — 

Okay Bruno, no, no, no. it’s fine, okay, I see what you’re going through, okay I 
think you’re going through your own logic here to explain it, and there is, there is. 
you know, I think you have a reasonable way of explaining this, I um,you know, it 
would have been okay . I wish I discussed it with you, but that’s, that’s done, okay. : 
You’ve done it, it’s tfea^^fme. and this is what you believe and I’m sure you have, - 
you know, we’U sit down tomorrow and we’ll look at the spreadsheet. I’m sure 
you’ve done some numbers that make sense and you that think this is a part of 
something that vou can’t recover and thoro for therefore you’ve released, and vou 
taiow, Iknow what you’re doing and you’re signaling here that there isa problem.; : 
I’ve already said it, Achilles knows it, and Ina knows it, and you’re saying it now 
so, okay. I truly don’t have a lot to say now because we have so much to speak 
tomorrow, I itifian we have a long day tomorrow. So I, I hope, you know. Let’s go , ; 
and relax a little bit if you can, and let’s start tomorrow, and we'll start again, 
because this is not going to be, you know, there’s not a lot we can do on the phone:: j 
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now and you know i want you to be tomorrow too. So L I, thank you for at 

least letting me know and calling me, and I’ll see you tomorrow, okay? 

Iksil Okay, okay, 

Martin-Artajo Okay man. Bye. 

Iksil Bye. 
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From: Grout, Julien G<juIien.g.grout@jpinchase.com> 

Sent: Thu, 22 Mar 2012 17:46:07 GMT 

To; CIO ESTIMA-reD P&L <CIO_CREDrrj'&L@ipmchase.com> 

CC; CIO P&L Team <CIO_P&L_Team@jpmchase.com> 

Subject: CIO Core Credit P&L Predict [22 Mar]: +$82k (dly) -$276,990k (ytd) 


Daily P&L: $82,141 
YTD P&L: -$276,990,321 

Daily P&L($) YTD P&Lf$) 

Redacted By 

Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations 


Europe High Grade 25;839,3 14 124,436,937 
Redacted By 

Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations 


Redacted By 

Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations 


US High Grade -82,388,848 409,065,325 


Redacted By 

Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations 


US HY & LCDX 94,962,354 -347,851,042 


Redacted By 

Permanent Subcommittee on I nvestigations 
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Redacted By 

Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations 


US ABX / TABX -155 -21,008 

Redacted By 

Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations 

New Investments -20,633,978 -461,330,052 


Redacted By 

Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations 


Dead Books (Core) -13 2,017 


Redacted By 

Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations 


Wjg^^ookCoasOO 

I Redacted by the I 

Subeommiriee on investigations I 

Explanatory P&L (in SlOOOs): 

Name Total Dirctnl Tranche Carry IR N/T Adjust FX 
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Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations 
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Redacted By 

Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations 


Another day of weakness triggered by negative news from China overnight, a very poor set of PMI in Europe. 
The market feels shaky here, with European financials, iTraxx.Xover and CDX.IG underperforming. . 
Volatilities are higher by about +4pt across the board, but there was no flattening of index curves - some market 
players were actually marking curves a tad steeper, on the off the run saies (S9, IG9). No obvious theme in 
tranches today - equity tranches were steeper again, in CDX.IG, but slightly flatter in iTraxx. 

The behaviour of the book was close to what happened yestCTday - the book is making money thanks to the 
decompression trades in Europe and in the US (our shorts in CD X.HY, 814,15,16,17 widened), with gains 
estimated to S80M. Again, the book is getting hurt with losses m index forward spreads in S9 and IG9, and in 
tranches (weaker CDX.HY equity and mezzanine tranches, steeper IG9 equity tranches). 

Today we sold protection in the following index: iTraxx Mam (5.65B), iTraxxXover (300M), CDX.IG (3.95B) 
and FEMSUB (lOOM). Beside providing carry, these trades should reduce the VaR, but increase the IRC. We are 
pausing in our sale of protection, to see what the overall impact on capital numbers is going to be. 

Again, a lot of prices are still being framed and we are providing our best estimate. 
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From; Goldman, Irvin J 

Sent Thu, 22 Mar 2012 19:53:19 GMT 

To: Welland, Pete" <peter.weljand@jpmchase.com> 

Subject: RE: I would like to understand the Increase In positions in credit 


Ina Is freaking - really! C^il me 


Original Message — 

From: Weiland, Peter 

Sent Thursday, March 22, 2012 03:26 PM Eastern Standard Time 
To: Goldman, Irvin J 

Subject: FW: I would like to understand the increase In positions in credit 

Here is my best estimate. 

Deita-adjusted on-the-run equivalent position Increased from $91BtoSl22B, up 34%, same pet as csOU CSW 10% and 50% 
only went up 11-13%. So my estimate would be somewhere in between but on the high side, i would say IRC increases from 
$ 18.75B to about $26B, which would take total RWA to $528. 

Starting with the $45B we discussed the other day: 


Assurnlng that the CRM didn't change because most of the activity has NOT been in tranches, i got Index position changes 
from George: 


21-Mar-lZ 1 

Notional 

Delta Adj OTR 

Eqv Pos 

SprOI 

5pr+H)% 

Up50% I 

CDX IG 
rmwwMN 

Combined Tote! 

62,127,750.006 

45,689,025,000 

86,961365.761 

35,013.568.503 

-39.871.740 

-20,469,654 

-431,420^57 

-231,638,821 

-2,114.101.859 

-1,139,079,866 

CSff 

Notional 

Delta Adj OTR 

Eqv Pos 

SprOI 

Spr+10% 

upsotl. 1 

CDX fG 

27363,000,000 

22,670,656318 

-10,374,650 

-55.572,602 

-280,773,456 
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ITRAXX MN 6,757^,000 7,075,193,276 -4^B2,8W -14.376,964 -75,079,264 

C0fnte»d.' Tolal ; ;-' '^•T 


07-Mar-12 

COXIG 
fTRAXX MN 
Combned Total 


Notional 


24,444,750,005 


Delta Adj OTR 


64,290,907,463 


38,911,775.000 27.038,375,317 


Spr+10% Up50% 


-29.487.000 -375,847,456 -1.833,328.404 

-15,600.768 -217,261,057 -1,064^001,58^ 



From! Prew, Ina 

Sent! Thursday, March 22, 2Q12 2:00 PM 
To: Weiland, Pete-; Gcddman, Irvin J 

Subject: 1 would like to understand the increase in positions in crei^ 
Since our meeting yestenJay and what the RWA Implications are. 
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From: 

Sent: 

To: 


ADE AOCTAYO <AADn'AY01@| 
Fri, 23 Mar 2012 16:35:37 GMT 


Redacted by the Permanent 
Sabcommittee on Investigations 


ADE ADETAYO <AADETAY01@HHMmm*-; ADE ADETAYO 
<ADEBOWALE.O,ADETAYO@JPMORGAN.COM>; BRUNO IKSIL <BIKSIL2(a| 


BRUNO IKSIL <bnjno.m.iksii@ipmorgan.com> 


Subject: 


03/23/2012 05:17:22 ADE ADETAYO, MORGAN (J.P.) has joined the room 
03/23/2012 05:17:22 ADE ADETAYO, MORGAN Q.P.) says; 

»** MORGAiN (J.P.) (20833) Disclaimer: THIS IS FOR INFORMATION ONLY AND NOT THE PRODUCT OF 
JPMORGAN 'S RESEARCH DEPT.TT IS INTENDED FOR THE REaPIENT ONLY.TT IS NOT AN OFFER OR 
SOLICITATION FOR PURCHASE OR SALE OF ANY HNANQAL PRODUCT AND NOT SUITABLE FOR PRIVATE 
CUSTOMERS.PRICES ARE INDICATIVE ONLY.W/E MAY HOLD A A' POSITION OR ACT AS MARKET MAKER IN 
ANY HNANCIAL PRODUCT DISCUSSED ABOVE. CLIENTS SHOULD CONSULT THEIR ADVISORS ON 
TAX,ACCOUNTlNG,LEGAL OR OTHER ISSUES ARISING AND EXECUTE TRADES THROUGH A JPM ENTITY IN 
THEIR HOME JURISDICTION UNLESS GOVERNING LAW PERMITS OTHERWISE. FOR ATNFORMATION 
ABOUT JPM UK ENTITTES REFER TO A' www.jpmorgan.com/pages/disclosures 2009 JPMORGAN CHASE & 
CO. JPMSL IS AUTHORISED AND REGULATED BY THE FSA. 

03/23/2012 05:17:30 ADE ADETAYO, MORGAN (J.P.) says: 
hi bruno 

03/23/2012 05:17:30 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, has joined the room 
03/23/2012 05:17:30 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says; 

**» JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, (748320) Disclaimer: THIS IS FOR INFORMATION ONLY, NOT AN OFFER OR 
SOLICITATION FOR THE PURCHASE OR SALE OF ANY FINANCIAL INSTRUMENT, NOR AN OFFICIAL 
CONnRMATION OF TERMS. THE INFORMATION IS BEUEVED TO BE RELIABLE, BUT WE DO NOT 
WARRANT ITS COMPLETENESS OR ACCURACY. PRICES AND AVAIIABIUTY ARE INDICATIVE ONLY AND 
ARE SUBJECT TO CHANGE WITHOUT NOTICE. WE MAY HOLD A POSmON OR ACT AS A MARKET MAKER 
IN ANY FINANCIAL INSTRUMENT DISCUSSED HEREIN. CUENTS SHOULD CONSULT THEIR OWN 
ADVISORS REGARDING ANY TAX, ACCOUNTING OR LEGAL ASPECTS OF THIS INFORMATION AND 
EXECUTE TRANSACTIONS THROUGH A J.P. MORGAN ENTITY IN THEIR HOME JURISDICTION UNLESS 
GOVERNING LAW PERMITS OTHERWISE. 

03/23/2012 05:17:34 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
hello 

03/23/2012 05:17:45 ADE ADETAYO, MORGAN (J.P.) says: 
can I call you 

03/23/2012 05:18:10 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
sure 

03/23/2012 05:18:14 ADE ADETAYO, MORGAN (J.P.) says: 
if you are free,\ 

03/23/2012 05:18:25 ADE ADETAYO, MORGAN (J.P.) says: 
thanks, whats your number... 

03/23^^^5a8^^RUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 

03/23/2012 05: 50:23 BRUNO IKS IL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says; 
javier mobile is 
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03/23/2012 06:16:13 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
did you get Javier on the phone 

03/23/2012 06:16:15 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 


03/23/2012 06:16:23 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
btw we take a big hit today 

03/23/2012 06:16:36 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
across the board 

03/23/2012 06:16:44 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
right where we have a position 

03/23/2012 06:17:17 ADE ADETAYO, MORGAN (J.P.) says; 
yes I called spoke to him quickly 

03/23/2012 06:17:24 ADE ADETAYO, MORGAN (J.P.) says: 
he said will call me back 

03/23/2012 06:17:28 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
ok 

03/23/2012 06:17:30 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says; 
cool 

03/23/2012 06:17:35 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
thx for that 

03/23/2012 06:18:34 ADE ADETAYO, MORGAN (J.P.) says: 
seems people In the mkt know the position 

03/23/2012 06:18:41 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says; 
yes 

03/23/2012 06:18:42 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
they do 

03/23/2012 06:18:56 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
and they have a chief commander 

03/23/2012 06:19:30 ADE ADETAYO, MORGAN (J.P.) says; 
no good 

03/23/2012 06:19:42 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says; 
no 

03/23/2012 06:19:45 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
u see 

03/23/2012 06:19:55 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says; 
u will feel less alone very soon 

03/23/2012 06:20:06 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
but like u 
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03/23/2012 06:20:09 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
i did not fail 

03/23/2012 06:20:16 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
this is not what i will be told 

03/23/2012 06:20:25 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
unlike you 

03/23/2012 06:20:25 ADE ADETAYO, MORGAN (J.P.) says: 
damn 

03/23/2012 06:20:29 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
i picked the trades 

03/23/2012 06:20:36 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
so us ee 

03/23/2012 06:20:55 ADE ADETAYO, MORGAN (J.P.) says: 
hope it turns out well for you 

03/23/2012 06:21:03 ADE ADETAYO, MORGAN (J.P.) says: 

I really hope so 

03/23/2012 06:21:10 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
no well it is not the end of the world 

03/23/2012 06:21:19 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
but the end of what i have done so far 

03/23/2012 06:21:20 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
for sure 

03/23/2012 06:21:26 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 

I cannot fight 

03/23/2012 06:21:29 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 

I cannot wait 

03/23/2012 06:21:32 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 

I cannot argue. 

03/23/2012 06:22:51 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 

I may not come back on Monday 

03/23/2012 06:23:00 ADE ADETAYO, MORGAN (J.P.) says: 
really? 

03/23/2012 06:23:03 ADE ADETAYO, MORGAN (J.P.) says: 
oh no 

03/23/2012 06:23:04 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
well 

03/23/2012 06:23:10 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
i will know this afternoon 
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03/23/2012 06:23:15 ADE ADETAYO, MORGAN (J.P.) says: 
damn 

03/23/2012 06:23:25 ADE ADETAYO, MORGAN (J.P.) says: 
hope goes okay 

03/23/2012 06:23:30 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
this is a big setup i think 

03/23/2012 06:23:35 ADE ADETAYO, MORGAN (J.P.) says: 

I telly hope so 

03/23/2012 06:23:40 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
but i comes from the top 

03/23/2012 06:23:56 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says; 
and there is little i can do 

03/23/2012 06:24:19 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
if they let the book roll that will be a gain in the end 

03/23/2012 06:24:26 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
but the drawdown is huge 

03/23/2012 06:24:39 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
a bit like the guys blowing on the super seniors 

03/23/2012 06:25:38 ADE ADETAYO, MORGAN (J.P.) says: 
damn, so sorry to hear this 

03/23/2012 06:26:23 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
ah it could be worse 

03/23/2012 06:26:30 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 

I could have doe a bad trade 

03/23/2012 06:26:37 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
u know some real big mistake 

03/23/2012 06:26:40 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
i did not 

03/23/2012 06:26:45 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
but u know how it is 

03/23/2012 06:26:49 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
once the loss is there 

03/23/2012 06:26:58 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
good trades look like very abd trades 

03/23/2012 06:27:07 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
and this is where all this stops 

03/23/2012 06:27:19 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
i am not so much at loss 


Confidential Treatment Requested by J.P. Morgan & Co. 


JPM-CIO-PSI 0001243 



613 


03/23/2012 06:27:21 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
net net 

03/23/2012 06:27:28 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
if they just freeze the book 

03/23/2012 06:27:32 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
that will be a gain 

03/23/2012 06:27:44 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
but the damage to me is irreversible 

03/23/2012 06:27:52 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says; 
and that was the aim i think 

03/23/2012 06:28:10 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says; 
it is flattering to see all these guys devoting so much energy to that aim 

03/23/2012 06:28:33 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
the pain for me is sam as for you 

03/23/2012 06:28:48 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
to distance myself from wat ketp alive for so many years 

03/23/2012 06:29:06 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says; 
and to keep a positive memory of all this 

03/23/2012 06:29:18 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
ie not giving too much importance to today's events 

03/23/2012 06:30:41 ADE ADETAYO, MORGAN (J.P.) says: 
wow 

03/23/2012 06:30:52 ADE ADETAYO, MORGAN (J.P.) says: 
so sad this is happening 

03/23/2012 06:30:59 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
it had to happe 

03/23/2012 06:31:08 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says; 
it started back in 2008 you see 

03/23/2012 06:31:15 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says; 

I survived pretty well 

03/23/2012 06:31:23 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
until i was alone 

03/23/2012 06:31:29 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
to be the target 

03/23/2012 06:31:39 ADE ADETAYO, MORGAN (J.P.) says: 
u alone now? 

03/23/2012 06:31:53 ADE ADETAYO, MORGAN (J.P.) says: 
you have the backing of londin right? 
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03/23/2012 06:31:58 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
yes i mean the guys know my position because i am too big for the market 

03/23/2012 06:31:59 ADE ADETAYO, MORGAN (J.P.) says: 
london 

03/23/2012 06:32:02 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
yes 

03/23/2012 06:32:04 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
i did 

03/23/2012 06:32:11 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
because i made a lot of money 

03/23/2012 06:32:17 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
there was no other reason 

03/23/2012 06:32:21 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
this year 

03/23/2012 06:32:47 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 

for the first time, achilles started thinking i could be of use other than to make money 

03/23/2012 06:32:56 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
just to protect the whole group 

03/23/2012 06:33:02 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
but here is the loss 

03/23/2012 06:33:10 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
and it becomes too large 

03/23/2012 06:33:13 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
and this is it 

03/23/2012 06:33:28 ADE ADETAYO, MORGAN (J.P.) says: 
will he bck you? 

03/23/2012 06:33:28 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
we realize that i am too visible 

03/23/2012 06:33:37 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
up to a point yes 

03/23/2012 06:33:44 ADE ADETAYO, MORGAN (J.P.) says: 
good 

03/23/2012 06:33:47 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
but here this is too big an issue 

03/23/2012 06:33:56 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
it is out of my hands already 

03/23/2012 06:35:19 ADE ADETAYO, MORGAN (J.P.) says: 
so what happens now? 
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03/23/2012 06:35:37 ADE ADFTAYO, MORGAN (J.P.) says: 
you having a meeUng with Javier and Achilles 

03/23/2012 06:35:39 ADE ADFTAYO, MORGAN (J.P.) says; 


03/23/2012 10:20:58 ADE ADETAYO, MORGAN (J.P.) has left the room 
03/23/2012 11:30:22 ADE ADETAYO, MORGAN (J.P.) has joined the room 
03/23/2012 11:30:22 ADE ADETAYO, MORGAN (J.P.) says: 

*** MORGAN (J.P.) (20833) Disclaimer: THIS IS FOR INFORMATION ONLY AND NOT TFIE PRODUCT OF 
JPMORGAN ' S RESEARCH DEPT.IT IS INTENDED FOR THE RECIPIENT ONLY.TT IS NOT AN OFFER OR 
SOLICITATION FOR PURCHASE OR SALE OF ANY nNANQAL PRODUCT AND NOT SUITABLE FOR PRIVATE 
CUSTOMERS.PRICES ARE INDICATIVE ONLY.Vi/E MAY HOLD A A’ POSmON OR ACT AS MARKET MAKER IN 
ANY FINANCIAL PRODUCT DISCUSSED ABOVE. CUENTS SHOULD CONSULT THEIR ADVISORS ON 
TAX,ACCOUNTING,LEGAL OR OTHER ISSUES ARISING AND EXECUTE TRADES THROUGH A JPM ENTITY IN 
THEIR HOME JURISDICTION UNLESS GOVERNING LAW PERMITS OTHERWISE. FOR A 'INFORMATION 
ABOUT JPM UK ENTTITES REFER TO A' vmw.jpmorgan.com/pages/disclosures 2009 JPMORGAN CHASE & 
CO. JPMSL IS ALTTHORISED AND REGULATED BY THE FSA. 

03/23/2012 12:35:37 ADE ADETAYO, MORGAN (J.P.) has left the room 
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From: 

'^ent; 

To; 



Fri, 23 Mar 2012 18:37:47 GKT 

JULIEN GROUT <3GROUT3@)M||||M|^H-; JUITEN GROUT <julien.g.grout(ajpmchase.com>; 
BRUNO IKSIL <BIKSIL2@)i[MMBBBBRUNO IKSIL <bmno,m.llSil@jpmorgan.com> 


Subject; 


03/23/2012 05:45:49 JULJEN GROUT, 3PMORGAN CHASE BANK, has joined the room 
03/23/2012 05:45:50 JULJEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 

*** JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, (741671) Disclaimer: THIS IS FOR INFORMATION ONLY, NOT AN OFFER OR 
SOLICITATION FOR THE PURCHASE OR SALE OF ANY FINANCIAL INSTRUMENT, NOR AN OFFICIAL 
CONRRMATION OF TERMS. THE INFORMATION IS BELIEVED TO BE RELIABLE, BUT WE DO NOT 
WARRANT ITS COMPLETENESS OR ACCURACY. PRICES AND AVAILABILITY ARE INDICATIVE ONLY AND 
ARE SUBJECT TO CHANGE WITHOUT NOTICE. WE MAY HOLD A POSITION OR ACT AS A MARKET MAKER 
IN ANY FINANCIAL INSTRUMENT DISCUSSED HEREIN. CUENTS SHOULD CONSULT THEIR OWN 
ADVISORS REGARDING ANY TAX, ACCOUNTING OR LEGAL ASPECTS OF THIS INFORMATION AND 
EXECUTE TRANSACTIONS THROUGH A J.P. MORGAN ENTITY IN THEIR HOME JURISDICTION UNLESS 
GOVERNING LAW PERMITS OTHERWISE. 

03/23/2012 05:45:54 JULIEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
bruno 

03/23/2012 05:45:54 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, has joined the room 
03/23/2012 05:45:54 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 

»** JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, (748320) Disclaimer: THIS IS FOR INFORMATION ONLY, NOT AN OFFER OR 
SOLICITATION FOR THE PURCHASE OR SALE OF ANY FINANCIAL INSTRUMENT, NOR AN OFFICIAL 
ONFIRMATION OF TERMS. THE INFORMATION IS BEUEVED TO BE RELIABLE, BUT WE DO NOT 
./ARRANT ITS COMPLETENESS OR ACCURACY. PRICES AND AVAIWBILITY ARE INDICATIVE ONLY AND 
ARE SUBJECT TO CHANGE WITHOUT NOTICE. WE MAY HOLD A POSITION OR ACT AS A MARKET MAKER 
IN ANY FINANCIAL INSTRUMENT DISCUSSED HEREIN. CUENTS SHOULD CONSULT THEIR OWN 
ADVISORS REGARDING ANY TAX, ACCOUNUNGOR LEGAL ASPECTS OF THIS INFORMATION AND 
KECUTE TRANSACTIONS THROUGH A J.P. MORGAN ENTITY IN THEIR HOME JURISDICTION UNLESS 
GOVERNING LAW PERMITS OTHERWISE. 

03/23/2012 05:45:59 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
salut 

03/23/2012 05:46:01 JUUEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
salut 

03/23/2012 05:46:03 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
c mort la 

03/23/2012 05:46:28 JUUEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 

david de CS appoelle au sujet des skew trades, je lui demande un prix ferme sur indice vs single names? 

03/23/2012 05:46:32 JUUEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
coupons matched etc 

03/23/2012 05:46:33 JUUEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 

7 ■ ; 

13/23/2012 05:46:42 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 

pui 
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From: JULTEN GROUT <JGROUT3 


Redacted by the Permanent 

Subcommittee on investigations 


Sent: Fri, 23 Mar 2012 18:37 ;47 

To: JULTEN GROUT <JGR0UT3(^HB^HR JUUIEN OTOUT^^^ 

<j alien .g.grouti@jpmchase,com>; BRUNO IKSIL <BIKSIL2{S||||||||||^m|||||||||||| BRUNO 
IKSIL <bruno.m.iksiI@jpmorgan.con}> 

Subject; 


03/23 /20}205:45;49 JULIEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, has joined fte room 
03 /23/20 1205:45:50 JULIEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says; 

* * * JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, (741671) Disclaimer; THIS IS FOR INFORMATION ONLY, NOT 
AN OFFER OR SOLICITATION FOR THE PURCHASE OR SALE OF ANY FINANCIAL 
INSTRUMENT, NOR AN OFFICIAL CONFIRMATION OF TERMS. THE INFORMATION IS 
BELIEVED TO BE RELIABLE, BUT DO NOT WARRANT ITS COMPLETENESS OR 
ACCURACY PRICES AND AVAILABILITY ARE INDICATIVE ONLY AND ARE SUBJECT TO 
CHANGE WITHOUT NOTICE. WE MAY HOLD A POSITION OR ACT AS A MARKET MAKER 
IN ANY FINANCIAL INSTRUMENT DISCUSSED HEREIN. CUENTS SHOUTD CONSULT 
THEIR OWN ADVISORS REGARDING ANYTAXi ACCOU'NTING OR LEGAL ASPECTS OF 
THIS INFORMATION AND EXECUTE TRANSACTIONS THROUGH A IP. MORGAN ENTITY 
IN THEIR HOME JURISDICTION U-NLESS GOVERNING LAW PERMTTS OTHERWISE. 

03/23/20 ]205:45 :54 JULIEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
bnino 

03/23/20 1205:4554 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, has joined the room 
03/23120 1 2 05 ;4554 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says 

** * JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, (748320) Disclaimer: THIS IS FOR INFORMATION ONLY. NOT 
AN OFFER OR SOLICITATION FOR THE PURCHASE OR SALE OF ANY FINANCIAL 
INSTRUMENT. NOR AN OFFICIAL COKHRMATION OF TERMS. THE INFORMATION IS 
BELIEVED TO BE RELIABLE, BUT WE DO NOT WARRANT ITS COMPLETENESS OR 
ACCURACY. PRICES AND AVAILABILITY ARE INDICATIVE ONLY AND ARE SUBJECT TO 
CHANGE WITHOUT NOTICE. WE MAY HOLD A POSITION OR ACT AS A MARKET MAKER 
IN ANY FINANCIAL INSTRUMENT DISCUSSED HEREIN. CLIENTS SHOULD CONSULT 
THEIR OWN ADVISORS REGARDING ANY TAX, ACCOUNTING OR LEGAL ASPECTS OF 
THIS INFORMATION AND EXECUTE TRANSACTIONS THROUGH A IP. MORGAN ENTITY 
IN THEIR HOME JURISDICTION UNLESS GOVERNING LAW PERMITS OTHERWISE. 

03/23/201205:45:59 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says; 

salut 

hi 

031231201205:46:01 JULTEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 

salut 

hi 

03/23/20 1205:4603 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says; 
c moTt la 

it is over/it is hopeless now 

03/23 /20 1205:46:28 JULIEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says; 
david deCS appoelleau sujet des skew trades, jelui demande un prix ferme sur indice vs single names? 
David from CS calls about skew trades. 1 ask him a firm price on index vs single names? 
03/23/201205:46:32 JULIEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK says; 
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coupons matched etc 
coupons matched etc 

03/23/2012054633 JULIEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CaA.SE BANK, says; 

? 

7 

03 /23/201205:46:42 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 

oui 

yes 

03/23/20 1205:46:46 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
c un full upfront 
it is a full upfront 

03/23/20 1 205: 46:54 JULIEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
ok understood 
ok understood 

03 /23/201 205:48: II JULIEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
pour revenir a ton premisrpoint 
to get back to our first point 

03 /23 /20 1205:48: 14 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
continue a vendre la ss 
keep on selling the ss 

03/23/201205:48 :25 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 

leve la 0-3 1 Oyr 

levy /raise/exercise die 0-3 lOyr 

03/23/20 1205 :48 :28 JULIEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says 

on en discutera lundi si tu veux bien, 

we will talk about that on Monday if it is fine with you 

03 /23 /20 1205:48 :32 JULIEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 

ok ok je continue ca 

ok ok I continue that 

03123/20 1205:48 :38 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 

. oui 
yes 

03 /23 /201 205:48:48 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says; 
jetcdis 
I tell you 

03/23/201 205:48:52 BRUNO TKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says 

ils vont nous defoncer . 

they are going to trash/destroy us 

.03/23/20 12 05:48 :56 JULIEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says : 
y abcp adiie, maisje ne veux pas charger ta charette qui estdejabien remplie 
there is a lot to say, but I don’t want to burden you more than you already are 
03/23 /20 12 0.55228 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says 

c soil tu as au moins 600m 
tonight you’ll have at least 600m 

03123/201 2055236 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says 
BID ASK 
BID ASK 

03/23 /20 i20552;4t? BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 

MID 

MID 
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03123120 1205 :52 :.Sl BRUNO TKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
BID ASK TU AS 300M AU MOINS 
BID ASK YOU HAVE 300M AT LEAST 

03/23/2012 05:54:46 JULIEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says; 
tu as vu le run de jospcliine.. attack full force. 

You have seen Josephine’s run., attack full force. 

03/23/2012 05:57 :56 BRUNO IKSTL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says; 

oui 

yes 

03 /23 /201 20557: 59 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE B ANK, says; 
cpartout 

it is everywhere/all over the place 

03/23/20 12 0558:04 BRUNO IKSTL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANTC, says: 
on est mort je te dis 
we are dead I tell you 

03/23 /2012 05:58 :19 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says; 
mais bon c hors de mon controei maintenant 
but then it is out of toy hands now 

03/23/201 2 05:58:27 BRUNO TKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
j'ai fait ce qu'il fallait 
I did what 1 had to do 

03 /23/2012 06:04:04 JULIEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, saj^s: 

ok 

ok 

03/23/201 2 OdT 8; 1 1 JULIEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says 

oulabnp... 

wowbnp... 

03/23/2012 07:2702 JULIEN GROUT. JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 

bnino/ 

bruno/ 

03/23/2012 07:30:46BKmO IKSTL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 

oui 

yes 

03/23/2012 07:31:3% JULIEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
Tarret du trading c nous 3 ou juste moi? 

The stop of the trading, is it the 3 of us or only me ? 

03123/2012 07:3;; <#P BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says; 

toi 

you 

03123/2012 07:31 :52 BRUNO IKSTL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
sur core 
on core 

03/23/201 2 07: 31 :52 JULIE GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says; 

ok 

ok 

03 /23/2012 07:32:05 JULIEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says 
ericAuis ils peuvent continuer, sur leur tactical 
eric/luis can go on, on their tactical 

03/23/2012 07;32 0<5 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
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continue sur !a ss les 0-3 1 A yr 
go on with the ss the 0-3 1 A yr 

03/23/2012 07:32:07 JULIEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says; 
ok? 

Ok? 

03/23/2012 07:32:11 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says; 

oui 

yes 

03 /23/20 1207:32:27 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says; 
continue sur les 25-35 HY 
go on with the 25-35 HY 

03123 /20 1 20732:32 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
pas les 15-25 
not the 15-25 

03/23/201207:32:53 JULIEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says; 

ok 

ok 

03/23/201207:33 :02 JULIEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
tu pomras me donner la couleur stp? s'il y en a. 
will you give me the color please ? if Aere is some. 

03/23120 1207:33: 17 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 

rien poour le moment 
nothing for now 

03 723/201207:33 :20 JULIEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says; 

ok 

ok 

03/23 120 1 20733 :28 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
ca va se negocier avec 1TB 
it will be negotiated wiA the IB 

03/23/20 1207:33:34 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 

toutenhaut 

at the top 

031231201207:33:41 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says; 
et je vais en prendre pour mon grade 
and I am going to be hauled over Ae coals 

03 123 /20 1207:33:44 JULIEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says 

today? 

today? 

03/23/20 120733:49 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
mais bon on a du carry 
but we have some cany' 

03123/20 1207:33 :51 JULIEN GROUT, PMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 

ah? cela t'a ete confirme/ 
ah ? it was confirmed to you ? 

03 123 120 1207:34:03 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says; 
c pas necessaire 
it is not necessary 

03/221201207:24:20 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says 
tu neperdspas 500Msans conseuqenccs 
you don’t lose 500M wiAout consequences 
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03/23/20 12 07:34:30 BRUNO TKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE-BANK, says 
garde le pourtoi 
keep it for you 

03123/201207:34:39 JULIEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says; 
oh oui 
oh yes 

03/23 /20 120734:52 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says; 
c le bon sens qui me dit ca 
good sense tells me so 

03/23120 120746:55 JULIEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says; 

tua as parle a august? sinon, je lui dis de nous montrer le skew trade (sous le bon format)? 

Did you talk to august ? otherwise, I tell him to show us the skew tr^e (under the good formal)? 

03/2312012074729 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says; 

oui 

yes 

03/23 /20 12074735 JULIEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says; 

ok 

ok 

03/23/20 120747:38 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says; 
essaie de coilecter des prix fames 
try to coDect firm prices 

03/23 /20 1207 4 745 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says; 
je n'ai rien vu de ferme pour le moment 
I haven’t seen anything firm for now 

03/23 /20 1207481 5 JULIEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, s^s; 

ok 

ok 

03123/2012 07:56:47 JULIEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says 
Bruno? tu as besoin de qqcho/ 

Bruno ? do you need anything ? 

03/23/20 12 OS.'Ji. itf JULIEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says 
bon brtmo 
well bruno 

03/23 /20 1208:13 :26 JULIEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says; 

Javier est reparli dans un conf call avec A 
Javier is back again in a phone call with A 

03 /23/20I2081332 JULIEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says; 

Je n'ai pas pu lui parler 
I couicb’t talk to him 

03/23 /201208 U :05 BRUNO IKSIL. JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says, 

ok 

ok 

03 /23/201208: 14:24 JULIEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says; 
maisbon il n'avait pas I'ai conceme par des slidse .. plutot autre chose 
but anyway he did not seem concerned by the slides., rather something else 
03/23/2012 08:14:35 JULIEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says 
je vais chercher ie dej et je reviens 
I am going to get lunch and 1 come back 

03 /23/2012 08:26: 17 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says 
tu es la? 

Are you here? 
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03/23 /20I2 08:31:42 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 

urgent 

urgent 

03 /23/20 12 08:3349 JUT.IEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, say s; 

oui 

yes 

03/23/2012 083930 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, sayi: 
regarde ton email 
look at your email 

03 /23/20 1209:0002 BRLT^O IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANBC, says; 

essi^e de retrouver les run dc roman shukhmaa siirig9 pourmontrer qu'ils sont plus steep et mettent le 
ig9 1 Oyr plus que le marche 

try to find roman shukhman’s runs on ig9 in order to show thatth^ are “more steep’Ysteeper and that 
they put the ig9 10 yr more than the market . 

03123/20 1209:01 ;36 JULIEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, s^s; 

bnmo 

bnino 

03 /23/20 120902:07 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says 

essaie de retrouver les chat sur les chat de jp ou ils nou sniSent 

try to find the chats about the jp ’s chat where they sniff us 

03123 /2012090213 JULIEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK:, says: 

tu te rappelles rhistoire de debut d'annec avec Sylvain sur le roll s9 5y? 

do you remember the story from the beginning of the year witfi Sylvain on the s9 5y ipll ? 

03/23 220120902:20 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 

non 

no 

03 /23/20 1209:02:26 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says 
c'etait koi deja? 

What was it again? 

03123 220120902:41 .JULIEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says 

j’avais checke sylvain, et fait une gross taille de roil s9 5y 

I had checked with Sylvain and done a big size of roll s9 5y 

03 /23120J209:0251 JULIEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 

peux de temps ^res il me dit que jpm le lift dessus 

shortly after he tells me that jpm lifts him from it 

03/231201209:0256 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says; 

ah oui 

oh yes 

03 223 220 1209:03:04 BRUNO TKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
il faut le retrouver celui la 
we need to find this one 

03 223 220 1209:03 :13 JULIEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says 
je 'ai, en francais malheureusement 
I have it, in French unfortunately 

03 223/20120903 :21 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE DANK, says 
c pas grave envoie 
it does not matter, send it 

03123 220 120903:3 1 JULIEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says 
en rrecanche peux tu me rappeler ce que tu avais trade/booke? 

However could you remind me what you traded/booked ? 

03123120 1 20903 :3S BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
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achilles comprend tres bien le francais 
achilles understands French very well 

03 /23 /20 1209:03:^2 BRUNO KSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
cad? 

Which means? 

03 /23 /20} 209:03:48 JULIEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
je veux le timing exact 
I want the exact timing 

03/23/20 1209:03:56 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says 
de quoi? 
of what? 

03/23/20 1209:04:03 JULIEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says 
ben des evenements 
well, of the events 

03/23/201 209041 6 JUUm GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says 
parce que si tu as deja traite du roll avant moi la dessus 
because if you have already treated some roll before me on that 
03123/2012090420 JULIEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says 
ca sera encore plus limpide 
it will be even clearer 

03 /23 /20 120904:23 JULIEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
tu vois? 

Do vou see ? 

03123 /20 1209:04:32 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says; 
je ne me souviens plus 
I don’t remember 

03/23/201209:04:39 JULIEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says 
ok je regarde le blotter 
ok I look at the blotter 

03/23/201209:04:41 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
c quel jour? 

What day is it ? 

03/23 /20 1209:05:27 JULIEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, saj^s: 

ah ui I tu as traite 25 Om de roll s9 avec db a 7h55 !! 

oh yes! You dealt with 250m of roll s9 with dbat 7h55M 

03 /23 /20 12 0905 :29 JULIEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says 

le 4-jati 

on 4® Jan 

03 /23/20 120906:11 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 

ok 

ok 

03 /23 /20 1209:0618 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says 
tu as le chat? 

Do you have the chat? 

03/23/20 120906:22 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
ajoute Ic 
add it 

03/23 /20 1209:06 :29 JULIEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
avcc sylvain? oui 
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with Sylvain ? yes 

03/2S/20120906:il BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
je ne vois rien chez moi 
I can’t see anything on mine 

03 /23 /2Q 7209. 0<5,-3 7 BRUNO IKSTL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 

maisjemerappeile 

but I remember 

03/23 /201209: 14:32 JULIEN GROtJT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
ok appaiemmcnt tu as booke le trade vers 81i20 ce jour la, moi j'ai trade a 9h. 
ok apparently you booked the trade around 8h20 this day, and I traded at 9h. 
03 /23/2Q 12 09: 14 :52 BRUNO DCSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says 
cool 
cool 

03 /23 /20 1 209 .-5007 JULIEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
pour I'instantjen'ai quc 5 'pieces' an dossier 
for now I have only 5 documents in the file 

03 /23/201 209: 53:4-5 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says; 
regarde ton email 
look at your email 

03 /23/20 1209:53:49 JULIEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 

vu 

seen 

03/23120 1209:53:50 JULIEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
im de plus 
one more 

03/23/201209:54:03 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says 
ben oui on ne va pas boKer comme si on etait parano tout le temps aussi 
well yes, we are not going to work as if w'e were paranoid all the time! 
■03/23120 1209:54:25 JULIEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
6 pieces 
6 documents 

03/23120120956:24 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: . 
regarde tes chats a toi avec JP guys 
look ai your own chats with the JP guys 

03/23 /2012 10:05 :37 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
je fais Mark Shirfan 
I look at Mark Shirfan 

03 /23/20 12 10:2250 JULIEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
vois les emails sip 
look at die emails please 

03/23 /2Q 12 1023 14 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says 
je vois 
I see 

03/23 /20 12 10:23:21 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
lavar explose 
the var explodes 

0312312012 10:2328 JULIEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 

oui 

yes 


Cortfldentlal Treatment Requested 
by JPMORGAN CHASE & C?0. 


Draft Transcript - Subject to Review and Correction 
Likely Contains Em>is 


jpM-cio aoossis 


rnMCinFMTIfil TRFflTWlFWT RFOlIF.RTPn RY.i.P. MORRftN CHASE & CO. 


JPM-CIO-PSI-H 0006458 



626 


03/23/20 12 10:23 :35 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
c foutu 
it is over 

03/23 /20 12 10:23 :37 JULIEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
le sule moyen c le book a zero 
the only is the book at zoo 

03123 /20 12 10:25 :04 JULIEH GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
tu peux me dire ce que t'a dit ade ce matin? 

Can you tell me what ade told 3 mu this morning? 

03/23/201210:2550 BRUNO TKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says 
3 gars de I'ib sont venus lui dcmandermataille surig9 
3 IB guys came to ask him my size on ig9 

03 /23 /2012 1026:0S BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
je ne veux pas savoir qui c 
I don’t want to know who it is 

03/23/2012 1026: 19 BRUHO TKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANTC, says: 
je suis sur Ic call 
I am on the call 

03/23/2012 10:28:01 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANIC, says; 
as tu eu des updates sur les maiginal? 

Did you get the updates about the marginal? 

03/23/201210:28:06 JULIEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 

no 

no 

03/23/201210:28:10 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, say's; 

rwa 

rwa 

03/23/2012 10:28:22 lUHIEN GROUT. JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 

48.7 

48.7 

03 /23 am 10:2848 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says; 
les marginals sur le rwa 
the marginals on Che rwa 

03 /2312Q 12 10:29: 15 JULIEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says; 
non rien .. cn oouis 
no, nothing. . in progress 

03/23 /2012 10:29:33 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
j'en ai besoin 
I need them 

03/23/2012 10:2939 JULIEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says 
Je sais 
I know 

03/23/20J 2 10:2944 JULIEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
je viens de relancer pat 
I just asked Pat again 

03 /23 am 10:29:59 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANTC, says; 

merci 

dianks 

03 /23 /2012 10:31: 18 JULIEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BA^IK, says 
tu peux tne faire les transcripts de david gldenberg a CS stp? 
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Can you please do/check david gldenberg’s transcripts to CS ? 

03 /23I20I2 10:31 :38 BRUNO IKS1L, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, say s: 
je suLs sur ie call 
I am on the coll 

03/23/2012 10:3145 JULIEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 

ok 

ok 

03/23/2012 10:3148 BRUNO KSE., PMORGAN CHASE BANK, says; 
tout est sw le chat de cs 
everything in on cs’s cbal 

03/23 /2012 10:31 58 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 

peux tu le faire, 
can you do it? 

03/23/20 12 10:3203 JULIEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 

ok 

ok 

03 /2312012 1 0 57: 13 BRUNO KSIL, JPMORGAN CEtASE BANK, says: 
appelle moi qd tu peux 
call me when you can 

03 /23/20 12 11 :36: 16 JULIEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 

tjs eii ligne? 

Still online ? 

03123/20 12 11 :3842 JULIEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CEEASE BANK, says: 

dis moi quand tu as pu retrouver les chats de David Goldetiberg 

tell me when you can find David Goldenberg’s chats 

03 /23 /20 12 11 ;3843 JULIEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 

stp 

please 

03 /23 /20 12 1200:09 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says; 

c sur le chat de cs sur la fin de mois 
It is on cs’s chat at the end of the month 

03 / 23/20 12 1200 16 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says; 
et ilya celui de citi 
and there is the citi one 

03 / 23/20 12 1200:28 BRUNO IKSIL. JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, saj-s; 
il faut montrer les deux cn parallel 
you need to show both in parallel 

03 / 23/20 12 00 3 4 JULIEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says 

peux tu me les envoyer stp? 

Can you send them to me please? 

03 / 23/20 12 12:0106 BRIFNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says 

okjefqisciti 

ok I do citi 

03 / 23/20 12 12:01 :12 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says; 
tu peux fqire ps? 

Can you do cs please ? 

03 / 23/2012 12:0339 JULIEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
CETAIT SUR QUOI DEJA ? LES 6B? 

About what was it again? The 6B? 
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03 /23/20 12 12:0440 BRUNO DCSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
ok laisse tomber 
ok give it up 

03/23/20 12 12:0441 BRUNO DCSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says 
je e fais 
I do it 

03123/20 12 1204:54 JULIEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
desoiey avail javierj ‘ai perdu lefi] 
sorry javier was here and I lost trade 

03 /23/2012 12:04:59 BRUNO DCSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
pas de pb 
no pb 

0312312012 12:05:06 BRUNO DCSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says; 
regarde tes email 
look at your emails 

03/23/2012 1205:16 BRUNO TKSn.., JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 

je fairs Janvier et fevrier sur credit suisse 

I am going to do January and February on credit suisse 

03/23 /2012 12:05:44 JULIEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 

peux tu te rappeier des chats ou les traifers te disaient que TIB poussait sur ig9? 

Can you remember chats where the traders told you that the IB insisted on ig9? 

03 /2312012 1 2:07:45 BRUNO TKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 

non 

no 

03/23 /20121 2:07:47 BRUNO DCSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 

aucun 

none 

03/23 /2012 12: 19:23 JULIEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 

bruno 

bruno 

03 /23/20 12 12: 19:39 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says; 
oui 

yes , - 

03/23 /2012 12: 19:46 BRUNO TKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
ignore le dernier email pouresfb* 
disregard the last email for csfb 

03 /23 /2012 1 2 1 9:49 BRUNO TKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says; 
c un dnpe 
it is a trick 

03 /23 /2012 1 2; 1952 JULIEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
bon j'ai les marginals old fashion 
well, I have the old fashion marginals 

03/23 /2012 12 1956 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says 
ah demande a Javier 
ah ask Javier 

03 /23 /20121 22001 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANI^ says: 
quel pel on print tod^ 
what pni we' print today 

03 /23 /2012 12:20:08 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANTC, says: 
jene sals plus la 
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I don’t know anymore 

03 /23 /20} 21 220: 22 JULIEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
j'ai aussi les marginals pour im split IRC/optimal trendies book, ca I'interesse? 

I also ha-\'e the marginals for a split IRC/optimal tranches book, are you interested ? 

03/25/'20 12 }2:2Q: 29 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 

oui 

yes 

03 /23/2012 12:20:33 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
stp vavoirjavier 
please, go see javier 

03/23/2012 12:20:40 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
jc nc sais pas quelpnl envoyerla 
I don’t know which pnl I should send 

03 /2312012 12:20:42 JULIEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says 

ok je vais aller lui demander. i1 pense que les pieces qne j'ai amassces ne sont pas asscz 

ok I am going to ask him, he thinks that the documents that I collected are not enough 

03/23/20 121 2:20:44 JULIEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 

ok 

ok 

03 /23120 12 12:20:49 JULIEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says; 
je vals aller lui envoyer 
I am going to send them to him 

03 /23/201212:22:32 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
dis moi qd core delta est updated 
tell me when core delta is updated 

03/23/2012 12:24:27 JULIEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says 

done 

done 

03 /23 12012 12:24:51 JULIEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 

si on doit fairs bcp plus de ig9 vs igl8 il faut faireune simulation surlcrwa via Pat 

if we must do much more ig9 vs igl8> we need to do a simulation on the rwa viaPat 

03/23/2012 12:27: 17 JULIEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 

bon je fais le pnl la 

well, I do the pnl now 

03/23/2012 Mil-. 18 JULIEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 

ok? 

ok? 

12:29:55 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says 
ah non on nefera jamais ca ! 
oh no, we will never do that ! 

03/23/20 12 12:2959 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
yen a mare ala fin 
enough is enough 

03/23/20 12 12:30 13 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says; 
tu as parie a Javier? 

Did you talk to Javier? 

03/23/20 12 12:37; 12 JULIEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 

tu noteras qu'il veut faire les simuls de capital AVAJTT de trailer 

you’ll notice that he wants to do the capital simulations BEFORE dealing 
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03123/20 12 \2:5l :30JULIEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASEBANK, says: 

bon ca va douiller sur la compression la 

it is going to be spent/expensive on the compression now 

03/23/20 12 12:52: 46 BKimO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says; 

oui 

yes 

i2 i2;5i. 00 JULIEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says 
as tu parle a Javier? 

Did you talk to j avier ? 

03/23/2012 125606 JULIEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says 

b? 

b? 

03123 /20 12 12:56:35 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 

oui 

yes 

03 /2i/20i272;55;iP JULIEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 

ok 

ok 

03/23/2012 12:57; 19 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says; 

■we show -3 until month end on this one 
we show -3 until month end on this one 

03/23 /20 12 12:57:21 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says 

anyway 

anyw^ 

03/23/20121303 :35 JULIEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
je peux appeler? 

Can I call? 

03/23/20 121303:47 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says; 
si tu veux 
if you want 

03 /23/20 1 213:0752 JULIEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 

le bo ne va rien faire, parce quele pb aujourdTiui c'est la compression 

the bo is not going to do anything, because today’s problem is compression 

03123 /20 12 13 08:07 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says 

airete 

stop that 

03123/201213 :08 ;iP BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 

tu ne perds pas 200m en compression 
you do not loose 200m with compression 

03/23/20 121308:55 JULIEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says; 

bon 

well 

03123/20 12 13:09:28 JULIEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 

on a 34m de csOl en ig. hy unc'd today (par rapport a nos marques) et ig+3.25. ca fait 110m 

we have 34m of csOl in ig. Hy unc’d today (in comparison with our marks) andig+3.25. it makes 

llOm 

03/23/2012 1309:35 JULIEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says 
ok? . • 

Ok? 
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03/2S/2012 1309:44 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANBC, says; 
ecoute je n'ai pas le temps 
listen, I don’t have time 

03123/20 1213:09:49 JULIEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says; 

pok 

why? 

03/23/20 121309:51 JULIEN. GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says 

ok 

ok 

03/23/20 72130953 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
je suis avec pat pour voir les trades 
I am with pat to see for the trades 

03/23/20 1213 :10:04 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 

tout ce que je te demande c de dire a Javier ce que tu vois 

all that I am asking you is to teU Javier what you see 

03123/201213: 10: 14BRUNO IKSTL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 

c tout et ils decide ce qu'on montre 

±at’s it and he decides what we show 

03/23/20 12 13: 1 0:20 BRUT^O IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
parce que la moi je ne sais plus 
because rfie, 1 don’t know anymore 

03/23/20 12 13 1026 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says . 
je regarde la reduction du rwa 
I look at the reduction in. the rwa 

03/23/20 12 14 , 37 :47 JULIEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, has left the room 
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From; Goldman, Irvin ] <irvin.j.goldman@jpmchase.com> 

Sent: Mon, 26 Mar 2012 22:23:58 GMT 

-PQ. • Maoris, Achilles 0 <achilies.o.macris@jpmorgan.com>; Martin-Artajo, Javier X <iavier.x.marh'n- 
artajo@jpmorgan.com> 

Drew, Ina <Ina.Drew@jpmorgan.com>; Wilmot, John <JOHN.WILMOT(a)jpmorgan.com>; 

CC; Welland, Peter <peter.weifanfejpmchase.com>; Stephan, Keith 
<kelth.stephan@jpmorgan,com> 

Sul^ect: Tranche Plan 


All, 

Now that we have the new RWA increase, ina would like to discuss the forward plan for reduction. She does not want any 
tr.ades executed until we ail discuss it. We wiit have a call first thing in the morning, 
irv 


in-’ii! Goidman ; J.P.Morgan | Chief InvcstiTienl OiTkv j 270 Park Avc. i 8 Tel: -f-l 212 834 23.1 1 
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From; Macris, Achilles 0 <achilles.o.macris@jpmorgan.com> 

Sent: Fri, 30 Mar 2012 14:15:25 GHT 

^ Bacon, Ashley <Ashley.Bacon@jpmorgan.c»m>; Goldman, Irvin J 

■ <irvin.j.goldman@jpmchase.com> 

Subject: synthetic credit crisis action plan 


FYI 


From: Macris, Achilles 0 
Sent: 30 March 2012 15:13 
To: Hogan, John J. 

Cc: Drew, Ina 

Subject: FW: synthetic credit -- crisis action plan 
Hi John, 

I have asked Ashley for help with the synthetic credit book. 

In the first quarter, my team failed in targeting RWA and we need your urgent help to do a better job in Q2, 

Ashley, Javier and myself think that the most experienced person at the firm is Olivier. Olivier is both familiar with the 
correlation product as well as the capital attributes of correlation. 

i'wouid be grateful if you could approve dedicating Olivier to CIO priorities for Q.2. 

Tackground; following years of exceptional performance in this book utilizing 5b RWA, we have decided to risk neutralize the 
book post the large gains on the AA events around thanksgiving. While we remained short in HY, we have bought IG to 
achieve a risk neural stance. Since then, and' while both IG rallied and the RV between HY and IG worked in our favour, the 
proxtng of !G long via iG 9 forwards, did network and resulted in almost total loss of hedging.effectiveness; Additionaiiy, the 
RWA increased beyond my targets and t have lost confidence in my team's ability to achieve the targeted RWA and their 
understanding of the syntheticlevers to achieve the RWA objectives. 

Due to the size of the book, our market manoeuvrability is limited, i am further worried that the "best" course of action from 
a, risk and economic point of view, may be conflicting with the appropriate capita! utilization. 

Many thanks, 

Achilles 

From; Bacon, Ashley 
Sent: 30 March 2012 14:14 
To:' Macris, Achilles 0 

Subject: RE: synthetic oedit crisis action plan 

Achilles, John asked that you send him a note {cc Ina) Just summarising that you want Olivier, what the ask, is, and that this 
has some urgency. Then i think we move ahead. 

Thanks 


From: Macris, Achilles 0 
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Sent: 30 March 2012 13:50 

To: Goldman, Irvin J . , 

Cc: Drew, Ina; Martin-Artajo, Javier X; Tse, D-ene Y 
'object: RE: synthetic credit — crisis action plan 

Hi Irv, 

I just spoke with Ashiey regarding the issue and he has agreed to dedicate Olivier to help us with RWA targeting for Q2. 

Ashiey immediately understood the issue and agreed with the approach to get the firm's best talent involved early in the 
process. 

Without any doubt, Olivier is very familiar with the correlation product as well as the management of the capital attributes of 
correlation. 

Following our call, Ashley spoke with Venkat who also agreed with our proposal to dedicate Olivier to our priorities forQZ. 

We have jointly agreed to have Olivier based in our office for Q2. Ashley will be informing John Hogan. 

Both Ashley and Venkat are displaying very strong support and partnership on this. I am indebted to both. 

best, 

Achilles 



• Redacted by the Permanent 
Sobcommittec on InvestigaHom 
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Sent: 30 March 2012 10:38 

” 0 : Martin-Artejo, Javier X; Stephan, Keith 

x: Brown, Anthony M; Polychronopoulos, George H; Uzuner, Tolga I; Enfield, Keth; 'Chris'; Weiland, Peter 
Subject: synthetic credit - crisis action plan 

Hi guys, 

OnTuesday we will be presenting thefinaiaction plan forthebookforQ2. 

As we already had several meetings on this, we must get it right this time, otherwise we could lose our collective credibility. 

Due to the size of the book, 'we only have "one move" to achieve our dual objective of stabilizing the risk and P+L of the book, 
while achieving our 

targeted RWA objectives for the end of C12. 

We must insure that we don't overtrade, or alter the risk profile to an uncertain RWA result. 

Therefore, the objective is to determine what is the best course of action to insure that the book is and remains balanced in 
risk and P+L terms. 

Additionally, we must "price" the best economic solution in terms of average and final C12 RWA. 

Regarding RWA targeting, I wili be asking Ashley for help. Hopefully, Olivier will be made available to exclusively focus on the 
CIO RWA targeting for Q2. 

Clearly, we are in a crisis mode on this. The crisis team is to have short daily meetings and your daily update and progress 
report needs to be commercial and forward looking to mark to Implementation of the stated objectives. 


Confidentiai Treatment Requested by J.P. Morgan & Co. 


JPM-CfO-PSI 0001221 




635 


We will be discussing the suspension of our investment programs as well as potential OCl crystallizations at the !SMG. 

■'lianks, 

Achilles 
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MWALLSMEETlIimL. 

WSI.com 


April 6, 2012, 1:19 p.m. ET 

'London Whale' Rattles Debt Market 

By GREGORY ZUCKERMAN And KATY BURNE 

In recent weeks, hedge funds and other investors have been puzzled by unusual movements in 
some credit markets, and have been buzzing about the identity of a deep-pocketed trader 
dubbed "the London whale." 

That trader, according to people familiar with the matter, is a low-profile, French-born J.P. 
Morgan Chase & Co. employee named Bruno Michel Iksil. 

Mr. Iksil has taken large positions for the bank in insurance-like products called credit-default 
swaps. Lately, partly in reaction to market movements possibly resulting from Mr. Iksil's trades, 
some hedge funds and others have made heavy opposing bets, according to people close to 
the matter. 

Those investors have been buying default protection on a basket of companies' bonds using an 
index of the credit-default swaps, or CDS. Mr. Iksil has been selling the protection, placing his 
own bet that the companies won't default. 

Mr. Iksil, who works primarily out of London, has earned around $100 million a year for the 
bank's Chief Investment Office, or CIO, in recent years, according to people familiar with the 
matter. 

There is no suggestion the bank or the trader acted improperly. 

Mr, Iksil didn't respond to calls and emails seeking comment. 

J.P. Morgan said the CIO unit is "focused on managing the long-term structural assets and 
liabilities of the firm and is not focused on short-term profits," 

The bank added, "Our CIO activities hedge structural risks and invest to bring the company's 
asset and liabilities into better alignment." 

Kavi Gupta, a trader at Bank of America Merrill Lynch, wrote a message to investors Thursday 
about the mystery trader, saying hedge funds are accelerating wagers against "the large long," 
or bullish investor. "Fast money has smelt blood," he wrote. Bank of America declined to 
comment. 

The hedge funds are wagering that the cost of default protection using the index will increase, 
potentially putting Mr. Iksil in a money-losing position and forcing him to reduce some of his 
holdings. 

Buying protection on the index is currently cheaper than what it costs to protect the index's 
component companies individually. 

Any reduction in Mr. Iksil's position could result in profits for the hedge funds and losses for the 
bank, according to a person familiar with the matter. There is no indication that any such 
reduction is planned. 
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J.P. Morgan Chase has emerged from the financial crisis as one of the strongest global banks, 
and Chief Executive James Dimon often boasts of the company's "fortress balance sheet." 

Mr. iksil's trades are partially hedged, or protected by some offsetting trades, according to 
people close to the matter. Mr. Dimon is regularly briefed on details of some of the group's 
positions, these people added. 

One person familiar with the matter said the bank has run tests that show Mr. Iksil's positions 
likely will be profitable in any economic or market downturn. 

Some analysts who follow J.P. Morgan Chase, the biggest U.S, bank by assets, said they 
weren't aware of the group's trading. "They've talked about their investment strategies and 
procedures and risk controls but haven't highlighted this division," said Gerard Cassidy, a 
banking analyst at RBC Capital Market. 

J.P. Morgan said the CIO unit's "results are disclosed in our quarterly earnings reports and are 
fully transparent to our regulators." 

Mr. Iksil, who has worked at J.P. Morgan since January 2007, commutes to London each week 
from his home in Paris, and works from home most Fridays. He sometimes wears black jeans in 
the office and rarely a tie, according to someone who worked with him. 

Mr. Iksil works with two junior traders and focuses on complex trades in credit markets, 
developing most of his investment ideas and then getting approval from senior bank executives, 
according to someone close to the matter. 

In the past, he often has been bearish on markets and placed trades to express that downbeat 
perspective, sometimes criticizing colleagues as too optimistic on markets. Some of his best 
performances have come during market downturns, though he has also made trading mistakes 
in volatile times. 

However, Mr. Iksil has turned more upbeat recently. He has been selling protection on an index 
of 125 companies in the form of credit-default swaps. That essentially means he is betting on 
the improving credit of those companies, which he does through the index — CDX IG 9 — tracking 
these companies. 

Mr. Iksil has done so much bullish trading that he has helped move the index, traders 
say. Now, even as Mr. Iksil is selling credit protection on the company index, a number 
of hedge funds and other investors are buying protection on it. 

Some investors say they are betting that Mr. Iksil could have to exit some of his bullish 
trades, perhaps because the pending Voicker rule limiting bank risk-taking would push 
up the cost of credit protection. J.P. Morgan has said the Voicker rule doesn't prohibit its 
CIO unit from investing or hedging activities. 

A sign of how hot the trade is: The net "notional" volume in the index ballooned to 
$144.6 billion on March 30 from $92.6 billion at the start of the year, according to 
Depository Trust & Clearing Corp. data. 

Write to Gregory Zuckerman at gregory.zuckerman@wsj.com and Katy Burne at 
katy.burne@dowjones.com 
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Bloomberg 

PrintBack to story 

JPMorgan Trader’s Positions Said to Distort 
Credit Indexes 


By Stephanie Ruble, Bradley Keoun and Mary Childs - Apr 6, 2012 

A JPMorgan Chase & Co. CJPM') trader of derivatives linked to the financial health of 
corporations has amassed positions so large that he’s driving price moves in the $ 1 0 trillion 
market, traders outside the firm said. 

The trader is London-hased Bruno Iksil, according to five counterparts at hedge funds and rival 
hanks who requested anonymity because they’re not authorized to discuss the transactions. He 
specializes in credit-derivative indexes, a market that during the past decade has overtaken 
corporate bonds to become the biggest forum for investors betting on the likelihood of company 
defaults. 

Investors complain that IksiTs trades may be distorting prices, affecting bondholders who use the 
instruments to hedge hundreds of billions of dollars of fixed-income holdings. Analysts and 
economists also use the indexes to help gauge perceptions of risk in credit markets. 

Though Iksil reveals little to other traders about his own positions, they say they’ve taken the 
opposite side of transactions and that his orders are the biggest they’ve encountered. Two hedge- 
fund traders said they have seen unusually large price swings when they were told by dealers that 
Iksil was in the market. At least some traders refer to Iksil as“the London whale,” according to 
one person in the business. 

Joe Evangelisti . a spokesman for New York-based JPMorgan, declined to comment on Iksil’s 
specific transactions. Iksil didn’t respond to phone messages and e-mails seeking comment. 

Most-Active Index 

The credit indexes are linked to the default risk on a group of at least 1 00 companies. The newest 
and most-active index of investment-grade credit rose the most in almost four months yesterday 
and climbed again today. 

The Markit CDX North America Investment Grade Index of credit-default swaps Series 18 
(IBOXUMAEI rose 3.3 basis points to 100.2 basis points as of 10: 1 8 a.m. in New York, after 
jumping 4.4 basis points yesterday, according to Markit Group Ltd. The price of the index is 
quoted in yield spreads, which rise along with the perceived likelihood of increased corporate 
defaults. 
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A credit-default swap is a financial instrument that investors use to hedge against losses on 
corporate debt or to speculate on a company’s creditworthiness. 

Iksil may have “broken” some credit indexes — Wall Street lingo for creating a disparity between 
the price of the index and the average price of credit-default swaps on the individual companies, 
the people said. The persistence of the price differential has frustrated some hedge funds that had 
bet the gap would close, the people said. 

Close Supervision 

Some traders have added positions in a bet that Iksil eventually will liquidate some holdings, 
moving prices in their favor, the people said. 

Iksil, unlike JPMorgan traders who buy and sell securities on behalf of customers, works in the 
chief investment office. The unit is affiliated with the bank’s treasury, helping to control market 
risks and investing excess funds, according to the lender’s annual report . 

“The chief investment office is responsible for managing and hedging the firm’s foreign- 
exchange, interest-rate and other structural risks,” Evangelisti said. It’s “focused on managing 
the long-term structural assets and liabilities of the firm and is not focused on short-term profits.” 

Iksil probably traded under close supervision at JPMorgan, said Paul Miller , an analyst at FBR 
Capital Markets in Arlington, Virginia. 

“The issue is how much capital they’re putting at risk, ’’said Miller, a former examiner for the 
Federal Reserve Bank of Philadelphia . 

Volcker Rule 

A U.S. curb on proprietary trading at banks, meant to reduce the odds they’ll make risky 
investments with their own capital, is supposed to take effect in July. Regulators are still 
determining how the so-called Volcker rule will make exceptions for instances where firms are 
hedging to curtail risk in their lending and trading businesses. 

Wall Street banks including JPMorgan, Goldman Sachs Group Inc. and Morgan Stanley have 
submitted comment letters and met with regulators to discuss their complaints about the rule. 

“Several agencies claiming jurisdiction over the Volcker rule have proposed regulations of mind- 
numbing complexity, ’’JPMorgan Chief Executive Officer Jamie Dimon said in his annual letter to 
shareholders released this week. “Even senior regulators now recognize that the current proposed 
rules are unworkable and will be impossible to implement.” 
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Combined Revenue 

JPMorgan had $4.14 billion of combined revenue last year from the chief investment office, 
treasury and private-equity investments, according to the annual report. The treasury and ehief 
investment offiee held a combined $355.6 billion of investment securities as of December 2011, 
up 14 percent from a year earlier, according to a year-end earnings statement . 

Chief Investment Officer Ina Drew, who runs the unit, was among JPMorgan’s highest-paid 
executives in 20 1 1 , earning $ 14 million, a 6.8 percent pay cut from 20 1 0, the bank said in a 
regulatory filing this week. Drew referred a request for comment to Evangelisti. 

Iksil has earned about $100 million a year for the chief investment office in recent years, the 
Wall Street Journal said in an article following Bloomberg News’s initial report, citing people 
familiar with the matter. 

Iksi! joined JPMorgan in 2005, according to his career-history record with the U.K. Financial 
Services Authority. He worked at the French investment bank Natixis CKNj from 1999 to 2003, 
according to data compiled by Bloomberg. 

Trader’s Position 

The French-bom trader commutes to London each week from Paris and works from home most 
Fridays, the Journal article said, citing a person who worked with him. 

The trader may have built a $ 100 billion position in contracts on Series 9 (IBOXUGOgV of the 
Markit CDX North America Investment Grade Index, according to the people, who said they 
based their estimates on the trades and price movements they witnessed as well as their 
understanding of the size and structure of the markets. 

The positions, by the bank’s calculations, amount to tens of billions of dollars and were built 
with the knowledge of Iksil’s superiors, a person familiar with the firm’s view said. 

To contact the reporters on this story: Stephanie Ruble in New York at sruhle2f5).bloomberg.net : 
Bradley Keoun in New York at bkeoun@.bloomberg.net : Mary Childs in New York at 
mchilds5(a).bloomberg.net 

To contact the editors responsible for this story: David Scheer at dscheer@bloomberg.net : 
Shannon D. Harrington at sharrington6(@, bloomberg.net 
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From: Hogan, John J. <John.J.Hogan@jpmorgan.com> 

*^nt: Tue, 10 Apr 2012 23:17:16 GMT 

o: Braunstein, Douglas <Doug!as.Braunstein@jpmorgan.com> 

Subject: Re: Credit 


Lovely 


From: Braunstein, Douglas 

Sent: Tuesday, April 10, 2012 07:14 PM 

To: Hogan, John J. 

Subject; Fw: Credit 

A bit more than we thought 


From: Drew, Ina 

Sent; Tuesday, April 10, 2012 07:08 PM 

To: Dimon, Jamie; Braunstein, Douglas; Wilmot, John; Zubrow, Barry L; Staley, Jes 
Subject: Credit 

The mtm loss is 412 mil today, an 8 standard deviation event mostly from the steeping of the lg9 curve. SPECIFIC to our 
position. No other high grade or high yield index moved much clearly anticipating our liquidation. 

I am in the office further reviewing the p I scenario with London and will send it on shortly. 
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From: Wiimot, John <JOHN.WILMOT@jpmagan.com> 

“-nt: Tue, 10 Apr 2012 22:50:48 GMT 

Dlmon, Jamie <jamie.dimon@jpmch3se.com>; Braunste'n, Oouglas 
rTo: <DoLiglas.Braunstein@jpmorgan.com>; Hogan, John J. <iobn.J.Hogan@jpmorgan.com>; Drew, Ina 

<Ina.Drew@jpmorgan.com>; Zubrow, Barry L <bBnyJ.zubr 0 w@jpmcha 5 e.com> 

Goldman, Irvin J <irvin.j.goldman@jpmchase.com>; Shephan, Keith <lteith.stephan@jpmorgan.com>; 
’ Welland, Peter <peter.wa!and@jpmchase.com> 


Subject: Net positions vs average trading volumes 



□O Net Positions in Selected Indices «, Im daily trading volume: 


The below table shows that CDX.IG.9 net positiorkfDrCiOis$82.2t»o, which is approximately 10-15 days of 100% of trading volume’ 
based on the Im avg volume published by JPMorgan Research. fTX.9 net positon for CIO is S3Sbio, which is approximately B-12 days 
of 100% trading volume based on the Im avg volume. For on the run positrons the numbers are much smaller, ranging from 0 days 
to 2 days volume in IG and HY, respeclivety. 


cid:image002.png@01CDlG96.F4E58380 
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From: 

To: 

Sent; 

Subject: 


Wor^, Elwyn 
Kirk. Mike 

5/10/2012 3:20:16 AM 

RE: GIO call with Mike Brosnan 


This is just a strategy and not an explanation. And this is Ina Drew speak before she was 
fired. 


They took up a strategy to reduce, their nake believe voodoo magic "Composite Hedge” linearlv 
to change in 5xyr - 10 yr fwd CDS spread. 

I give them first prize for "consistency". But so what? Why were they right and as hindsight 
vjould have it, they were wrong. 


From: Kirk, Mike 

Sent: Thursday, May 17, 2012 6:20 PM 
To: Kong, Elwyn 

Subject: RE: CIO call with Mike Brosnan 
That' s the point! 

The relationship obviously didn't hold, and Iwould be if we plotted the graph today the 
locations would be far from the dlagonal...and 1 be if we had access to the data that the red 
portion is moving up and farther to the right with each passing day in April 

From: Wong, Elwyn 

Sent: Thursday, May 17, 2012 5:58 PN • ' 

To: Kirk. Mike; Crumlish, Fred; Hohl, James 
Cc: Waterhouse, Scott 

Subject: PE: CIO call with Mike Brosnan 


I was not at the April 16 meeting. But let me venture to guess what it is trying to say. 
icid:iinage001.png@01CD3459.B17C27D03 

The y-axis is rolling 10 yx cds ~ rolling 5 yr cds. They had a few Bloorrberg graphs showing 
how this rolled spread from being NEGATIVE in 2008 and 2009 (just like Greece' and Italy) 
towards more normalization when it eventually returned to being positively sloped. 

The x-axis is the Hedge I.ndex Con^osite. 1 venture to guess this- is the aggregate hedge that 
thin)c they need to put on, related to the aggregate number on the extreme lower right hand 
side, the $158 .495 mil. They have a whole matrix of longs and shorts and that's the 
composite. As fear resided and rolling 10 yr minus rolling 5 yr returned to positive, they can 

reduce their total hedge. As Mike said, the REDS are which they are at now so their hedge 

i.!i not that unreasonable, IF THE HEDGE AMOUNT DID HAVE THIS RELATIONSHIP TO THE SLOPE of Svr 
to lOyr CDS , 

The sentence which is somewhat perplexing is "the relationship is bounded by the off-the-run 
HY shorts and the on-the-run IG shorts. Meaning that this is their core hedge? 

I cid': imBge0'02 .png801CD3459 . B17C27D0} 


The whole scenario thing about convexity is talking their book/advertizing - in a panic 
situation, people will run to put protection in the short end and not the long end. So the 
curve FLATTENS again like in 2007- In other words, their hedge has analytical underpinning. 
Not only are they reducing their short risk hedge prudently according to the slope of the Svr 
-lOyr, as plotted on Bloomberg, the flattener would have been a safe bet because in case they 
E®^’^cir.g their hedge too fast and the economy tanked against,' the built in flattener 
v/ould be there to help. 
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From: Kirk, Mike 

Sent: Thursday, • May 17, 2012 4: 51 PM 

To: Crumlish, Fred; Hohl, James; Wong, Elwyn 

Cc: Waterhouse, Scott 

Subject; RE: CIO call with Mike Brosnan 
Fred, 

Happy to join you in your calls with Mike B. 

In respect to your questions, in the order asked: 


- The graph on page 7 shows the slippage of their portfolio compared to the hedge. The closer 
to the diagonal the more closely the hedge tracks the portfolio. The red highlighted .area is 
recent period they were discussing where hedges were breaking dovm, and markets were not 
moving according to their modeled projections based upon historical correlations . 

- To make the chart you would' need two items. A targeted portfolio and a hedge portfolio. We 
could ask for this chart of the strategy prior to re working the hedge position to remove part 
of the hedge {why we were told they decided to sell IG with fallen angels) . This request may 
be instructive and could settle the issue of whether the original portfolio v/as an effective 
hedge. P&L for previous 4 years, however, was fairly reasonable, .so that would tend to support 
the banks statement that the hedge worked well for years. It went astray when they reduced the 
hedge. 

• I think Matt 2ames would likely have a different view of the choice of strategy with 
hindsight being a benefit. Position really went bad as shown in March/.>\pril, question is did 
the London desk continue selling in IG in April with the curve steepening and spreads widening 
and basis (to theoretical) trading rich. This is something we do not at this time know. 

• You can give Mike B my cell phone number. 


Please note Elwyn and James will likely have quality information to add so you may want to 
wait to hear from them before passing along. 

Regards , 

Mike 

From: Crumlish, Fred 

Sent: Thursday, May 17, 2012 4:22 PM 

To: Kirk, Mike? Jiohl, James; Wong, Elwyn • ■ 

Cc: Waterhouse, .Scott 

Subject: CIO call with Mike Brosnan 

Scott and I spoke tc Mike Brosnan today about what we were doing now and going forward on the 
CIO book. We will likely have a call with him frequently, and, particularly with respect to 
the intricacies of the position, will need to include you. 

A couple of things specific to the pre-April 16 interactions and some of the einail.s that are 
circulating: 


~ I told Mike B that the Joe Sabatini. emails with selected position information were sent by 
the ban)c after initial OCC and FKB enquiries. We concluded that this information was pretty 
much useless, as it did not tell us what was happening risk wise-. We also talked about a 
couple of those other emails, but 1 eniphasized that the culmination was getting a meeting with 
Ina Drew and company on April 16. 

- With respect to the April meeting, Mike B. is going through the "synthetic credit deck" and 
he had a few technical questions, not all of which 1 was able to fully answer since 1 didn't 
recall or had been focusing on other issues and didn't think of those questions, 'With respect 
to this presentation: 

0 Mikeand James: Please have a look at your notes for page 7 as I wasn't fully able to explain 
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the graph cr the bottom. Also if you have details on the scenario description on page 11, we 
should pass that along. 

o It would be nice at some point if we could get a chart such as that on page 5 ■‘before* the 
position was put on. Maybe we will request it, maybe not. Let's see if we need it after going 
through new reporting 

o More to the point, I told Mike that the bank would likely not stand behind (aside from a 
statement that it was the best they knew at the -time) this analysis at this point, as the 
position turned out to be far more problematic than presented and so the description of risk 
was missing. 

o Mike Kirk - as usual, don't besurprised if Mike just calls you sometime. 


- 1 told Mike that next Monday we will be going over current risk reporting and positions in 
more detail, as the reporting is evolving. He might want to speak with us shortly after. I'd 
expect to have Mike and Elwyn to help speak to technical details etc. 

So, keep your note.s current. All emails get circulated widely, and of course generate 
questions . 


- ape 

**■* If you have received this message in error, please delete the original and all copies, and 
notify the sender immediately. Federal law prohibits the disclosure or other use of this 
information. **■* 


BANK PROPRIETARY AND/OR TRADE SECRET 
INFORMATION 


OCC-SPI-00021604 



647 


;c 

§ 







1 

1 

5 


j 


1 

1 

j 

‘o 

Hr 

|c 

;c 



■ 


s 

m 


I 

1 

I 

I 

I 

1 

I 

1 


1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

I 

j 

1 

S' i 

■ 

1 

1 

1 

1 

'll 

1 

1 

J 

8 

i 

: 

1 

ij 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

a 1 


1 

1 

I 

j 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 


I Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations 1 

EXHIBIT #28 I 


CONFIDENTIAL TREATMENT REQUESTED BY J.P. MORGAN CHASE & CO. 





648 


From; Iksil, Bruno M <bruno,m.iksii(gijpmchase.com> 
Sent: Fri, IS Mar 2012 18:12:42 GMT 

o; Grout, Julian G <julien.g.grout@jpmchase.corh> 
Subject: FW: update on Core PNL 


From: Iksil, Bruno M 
Sent: 16 March 2012 17:34 
To: Martin-Artajo, Javier X 
Subject: update on Core PNL 

The divergence has increased to 300 now ; the rescap news is pushing the tranches and HY indices against us. 

i worked on the iG9 ans main S9 a bit today. There is some size. Not large. But if 1 trade 2 bps tighter, i reckon there will be 
size. 

Tactical starts being impacted despite the trading gains. Small though. But the hits show anywhere but the spots I tried to 
correct. 


It has been like this since the start of the year and the drift keeps going. I reckon we get to 400 difference very soon. 


runo 
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From: Drew, Ina <Ina. DrEW@jpmorgan.com> 

Sent: Fri, 23 Mar 2012 11:13:55 GMT 

To; Martin-Artajo, JavferX <javierj(.martin-artajo@jpmorgan.com> 

CC; Macris, Achilles 0 <achilles.o.macris@jpmorgan.com> 

Sut^'ect: Re: Synthetic Book - URGEhTT 


You guys need to get irvand call hogan and expiain. Icangivehitna heads up. Smart to involve ashiey. More later 


From: Martin-Artajo, JavierX 

Sent Friday, Mardi 23, 2012 06:48 AM 

To: Drew, Ina 

Cc: Macris, Achilles 0 

Subject: Synthetic Boc* - URGENT 

ina , 

during the last week we have been trying to work on our best pathforthe Synthetic Book trying both to reduce our overaii 
RWAs and get the book in a balanced way . The problem with this has been that we have engaged In a dialogue with Risk 
Management! Ashiey Bacon ) , QR ( Venkat) and the IB ( Guy America and Daniel Pinto ) and this has resulted in a hightened 
alert about our positions in the !B and is really hurting us in various ways . 

While we have been reducing the VAR and SVAR we have irtcreased our overall RWAs because of the increase of the IRC ( 
New to CiO given the problems that we highlighted with QR ) and also we have worse marks against our current book . 


We are left here with two options : 

Option A : We do not settle with the IB : we do not change the current book and exceed the RWA that Is going to be in the 
region of 44-47 Bln {this has to be confirmed by QR next week). This option will have a bad month end mark P/L impact 0 to 
-150-200 MM . This Is our favoured choice that gives us time to correct mistakes with QR , positive carry and upside on 
defaults . We would still need to reduce RWA by reducing our IRC or joining the !B with reducing the CRM outside , So this will 
be a mark to market P/L problem and we are left with a book that has positive carry and upside on defaults . 

Option B we settle with the IB : we close the extra long position with the IB and we will have a book that Is not as well 
balanced wilt have a short bias , will reduce RWA by 10-15 Blriand have an Impact on P/L that could be as large as -350 MM . 
Tills loss will be. permanent and would leave the book with a small negative carry and option on defaiuts but a permanent loss 
for the book. 


In anycaseft Is very importarrt that we need to let the iBknowthat weneed to talkto them to stop this negative esplral 
that we are seeing in the market because we have disclosed too much information to them and we areseverliy affected by 
this . Specifically on the long IQ 9 position that is getting the attention of the market . 


I need to discuss this as soon as posibie 


regards 
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From: ACHILLES <macriS@HI|HHHHB ■ « Redacted by the Permanent 

Sent: Fri, 06 Apr 2012 20:29:53 GMT Siibcommiiiee on Invesiigaiions 

To: Martin-Artajo, Javier X <]avler.x,martin-arta]o@]pmorgan.com> 

CC: InaDrew <lna.drew@jpmorgan.com> 

Subject: Re: Update 


The issue remains; what is "fair value" for the IG9, as this will drive the marks. 

As the 1G9 is not "pure play" IG due to the risky HY names included, the regular 1G participants are not likely to be 
supporting it. Therefore, relatively small selling (against single names etc) could drive the marks further. 

In our case, we are ultimately secure on those risky names (as they are included in our HY short), however we must 
project what the possible negative marks may be resulting in P+L terms and what would be the exact market 
mechanism to stabilise the series absent an event. 


From; Martin-Artajo, Javier X 
Sent; Friday, April 06, 2012 07;59 PM 
To; Drew, Ina 
Subject; Update 

Ina , 

I just had a conversation with Achilles and I would like to update you on two topics : one relates to compliance and 
another one relates to work 1 am doing on the book to estimate the worst case P/L for Q2 . 


Redacted by the 

Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations 


In terms of the worse case scenario for us for Q2 I am redoing the work once again to make sure that if we excl ude 
very adverse marks to our book the potential loss due to market moves or any economic scenario including defaults 
would not exceed a number higher than - 200 MM USD at the end of Q2 with the current book as It is . 1 will have all 
the numbers ready on Sunday afternoon NY time and send it to you as soon as 1 have them . 

I will send this information and an update from compliance too on Sunday . 


Best regards 


Javier 

This email is confidential and subject to important disclaimers and 
conditions including on offers for the purchase or sale of 
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March 16. 2012 

C3» #5601530708350439469, 

Julien: Bruno? it'sJulien. I'm at minus4with a lot of effort, plus 2 points, icando better 
but... 

Bruno: No, don't waste your time, it won't help.' Check the new trades because ! don't 
think.there areas many winning trades. 1 did some "coquilles" in the booking. 

J. There's SOOmln de F9 lOY. I think that's BNP 

8. No, 500 min, i applied at 143 1 think. 

j. At what level on the 5Y? 


J. Oh yes, OK, that's much tighter, you have 9, 950, you lose a lot. [discussion] It's iogical. 

8. Yes, yes. 

J. Do you know what you did with nealia? 

B. I went ahead at 30. 

J. In fact it's flat, with the Delta, it’s flat. 

B. Yes. 

J. 250 min of 5Y, what level? 

B. 121 and something. 

J. 121? 

B. 100,000, yes, there's about a million there. 

J. Yes. The big items, 450 of... 

0. yes, you mark 5/8, right? 

J. No, I was obliged to mark at 3/6. 

B. So that makas...that will {...] a lot. 

J. you projected at what level? 

0. 3/4 

J. Yes, that makes 1.7 min, 1.6 min. 

B. This makes no sense. Is [ ] still there? 

J. Yes, he's locked away. But he seems relaxed, I don't know what you told him just now. He 
said not to worry, not to worry. 
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March 16, 2012 

B. But there is no hope, these ere contracts of "deblls" (idiots). I'm in the middle of analysing 
something- at the end of the afternoon we did the book and it's much smaller than it is today, 
and if they had applied the RWAmethodology that we are going to use, in fact this makes a 
huge difference. 

J. Wait a second, can we send 2.1 on "tactico?" 

B. Yes. [unintelligble - but I think he >s saying something of the family of...l will take it up the 
asSl- 300 minimum, minimum. 

i. Days like this are hard when you look at the basis that is narrowing... 

B. No, there is no way, look at a dass, we take 300 min of new PnL 

j. You did this today? 

B. No, these are not real new trades, just exercise of options, there's a freakout, no one is able 
to explain what happened. 

J. Did you speak to [...] 

B. Yes, yes. He says nothing, i find that ridiculous. I'H send you the thing 1 sent. 

J. You sent something to propose doing that? 

B. Yes, that's what 1 sent when you said it was at 300. ! can't keep this going, we do a one-off 
at the end of the month to remain calm. I think what he's expecting is a remarking at the end 
of the month, you can't do it unless it's monthend. It's clear that I'm the { ]. He can’t imagine 
a bank, a dealer, a hedge fund [unintelligible]. I don't know where he warts to stop, but it's 
getting idiotic. OK, go ahead with the commentary. 

J. Yes, I agree. I think what he's expecting is some hope on the rolls. 

B. No, but it's exactly that that he doesn't understand, he doesn't understand, there is no roll, 
there isn't, you see, that's all. And Monday we'll start with a $100 gap and end the week with 
a $300 gap. The market has done nothing, it's rallied. 

J. And instead there has been movement on the [CLM] that could have justified some things. 

B. No, I looked at that, it's not that clear. It's off by SO. 

J. Where do you see the 50? 

B. 30, 32. 

j. That's before the marking. 

B. Yesterday it was at 30 mid, today it's at 30 and a half mid, on the same quoter. Today it's 
almost normal. Once we get the feedback we need to ask what was the RWA now with your 
way of looking at the book at the beginning of the year, beginning of 2011 because in my 
opinion there is a huge mistake. The more 1 think about It, the more emotional i am, looking at 
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March 16, 2012 


the book in 2010, rtiere was no reason to do work on the RWA at the time. When i see the DRE 
on the PnL, we had DRE on the PnL, there were aggressive movements on the book of the 
same type, but it was 3 times, maybe 4 times smaller. There's no use, it's ridiculous, it's 
ridiculous. I tried to call him but he didn't answer, I don't want to ruin his long weekend. Did 
you tell him that the difference was so high or not? 

J. No, because it was before I did the estimates. 

[unintelligible - difficult to understand] 

B...Yes, but a marginal difference means we should have recouped ...now it’s worse than 
before, I don't want to overstate it but it's worse than before, there's nothing that can be 
done. This is the first time Tve ever seen this, there's nothing that can be done, absolutely 
nothing that can be done, there's no hope. There is no solution, the book continues to grow, 
more and more monstruous. Can you send me the prices of where you are? Send me the 
positions in advance so I can make my comments because I don't want to ruin my weekend on 
that. At this point we need to be lucid with the solutions. Someone is calling me...it's [ralia], 
ciao. 

J. 
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03/16/2012 12:19:32 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
ok 

03/16/2012 12:19:43 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
i have the loss 

03/16/2012 12:19:45 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
right? 

03/16/2012 12:19:55 LUIS BURAYA, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 

the new trade pnl Is f*ck up because the prices are stupid, have a look into new trade tab 

03/16/2012 12:20:01 LUIS BURAYA, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
th call 1300 

03/16/2012 12:20:29 LUIS BURAYA, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 

the FV should be 105.11, that it is where it is closed. I don't understand why they are still pricing It at 
998.29 

03/16/2012 12:21:06 LUIS BURAYA, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
same with the call 1350 and with the call 1160 

03/16/2012 12:21:13 LUIS BURAYA, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
and 1320 

03/16/2012 12:21:21 LUIS BURAYA, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
the FV should equal the price 

03/16/2012 12:21:26 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
how and when does this clear? 

03/16/2012 12:21:29 LUIS BURAYA, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
the ESDPis 1405.11 

03/16/2012 12:21:39 LUIS BURAYA, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
the reported pnl is correct 

03/16/2012 12:21:43 LUIS BURAYA, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
or should be 

03/16/2012 12:23:26 LUIS BURAYA, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
do you follow me? 

03/16/2012 12:35:25 ERIC DE SANGUES, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 

SX5E vol going very bid into the close, very squeezy, outperforming the rest of europe by 30bps across the 
curve. 


03/16/2012 12:36:46 LUIS BURAYA, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, has left the room 
03/16/2012 12:39:18 LUIS BURAYA, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, has joined the room 
03/16/2012 12:50:55 LUIS BURAYA, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, has left the room 
03/16/2012 12:54:30 LUIS BURAYA, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, has joined the room 
03/16/2012 12:57:46 ERIC DE SANGUES, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 

Bruno : Tactical pnl 1st draft -7.3M USD 

03/16/2012 12:58:07 ERIC DE SANGUES, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
block 4 -8.4M divs +1.8M 
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03/16/2012 12:59:37 ERIC DE SANGUES, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 

block 4 detail : 71 eur +3.5M / 71 USD - 5M / 75 USD -7M / 74 + 76 +0.6M (atlas is +1.3M) 

03/16/2012 12:59:49 LUIS BURAYA, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 

Recovering from yesterday 

03/16/2012 13:01:05 ERIC DE SANGUES, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
what do you want us to do Bruno ? 

03/16/2012 13:06:48 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
ok 

03/16/2012 13:06:59 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
is the atals pnl correct? 

03/16/2012 13:07:22 LUIS BURAYA, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 

Reported pnl should be correct 

03/16/2012 13:07:26 LUIS BURAYA, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 

However 

03/16/2012 13:07:27 ERIC DE SANGUES, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
with the option expiry I cannot guarantee that 

03/16/2012 13:07:34 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
so new trade is correct 

03/16/2012 13:07:36 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 

? 

03/16/2012 13:07:43 ERIC DE SANGUES, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
my reported pnl is wrong in the strats where I have expiring options 

03/16/2012 13:08:24 LUIS BURAYA, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 

The options are misprice in atlas, I don;t know the situation in Scala. 

03/16/2012 13:08:50 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
can you send me the positions eric? 

03/16/2012 13:09:08 LUIS BURAYA, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 

If there's pnl coming we will check if it is from those instruments 

03/16/2012 13:09:46 LUIS BURAYA, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 

The cash is supposed to correctly reflect the pnl 

03/16/2012 13:09:54 ERIC DE SANGUES, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
positions and predict in your mailbox bruno 

03/16/2012 13:10:07 LUIS BURAYA, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 

The problem is as usual, the fair value concept 

03/16/2012 13:11:45 LUIS BURAYA, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 

Eric, what is the pnl in equities only? In the option rewport 

03/16/2012 13:12:26 LUIS BURAYA, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 

In MT 
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03/16/2012 13:12:27 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says; 
thx eric 

03/16/2012 13:12:30 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says; 
let me see 

03/16/2012 13:12:42 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
where is core pnl here? 

03/16/2012 13:14:17 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says; 
jullen? 

03/16/2012 13:16:23 JUUEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
yes 

03/16/2012 13:16:32 JUUEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 

306 

03/16/2012 13:16:45 JUUEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
hy taking a beating today actually, esp in tranches 

03/16/2012 13:16:49 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
ok 

03/16/2012 13:17:20 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 

so the pnl in tactical is doen wiht thos eprices that brings up 306 in core right? 

03/16/2012 13:17:34 JUUEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
correct 

03/16/2012 13:17:41 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
ok 

03/16/2012 13:17:55 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
i think u should set ig9 levels as follows 

03/16/2012 13:18:03 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 

5 yr at 72 

03/16/2012 13:18:08 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 

7yr at 88 

03/16/2012 13:18:24 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 

10 yr at 110 

03/16/2012 13:18:53 JUUEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
well rite now i am 70.25 86.25 109.75 

.03/16/2012 13:19:00 JULIEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
ref 88.75 

03/16/2012 13:19:17 JUUEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
i will use your levels 

03/16/2012 13:19:27 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
i see ur levels 
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03/16/2012 13:19:34 JUQEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
ah ok 

03/16/2012 13:19:37 JUaEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
one sec 

03/16/2012 13:19:53 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
or u do the corrections ur self 

03/16/2012 13:20:00 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
i do not mmind 

03/16/2012 13:20:04 LUIS BURAYA, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 

Be back in ISmlns 

03/16/2012 13:34:10 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
sent an Email to javier anouncing this is more 300 now 

03/16/2012 13:34:19 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
that was 100 Monday 

03/16/2012 13:34:22 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
it is 300 now 

03/16/2012 13:34:30 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 

1000 for month end? 

03/16/2012 13:35:08 ERIC DE SANGUES, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
ouch 

03/16/2012 13:35:23 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
well that is the pace 

03/16/2012 13:45:03 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
any update JUlien? 

03/16/2012 13:47:57 JUUEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
still working on this, sorry it's taking time 

03/16/2012 13:48:05 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says; 
i am sorry too 

03/16/2012 13:48:11 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
this Is the end 

03/16/2012 13:48:18 JUQEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 


03/16/2012 13:48:18 ERIC DE SANGUES, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
hey hey 

03/16/2012 13:48:24 ERIC DE SANGUES, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
no talk like that 

03/16/2012 13:48:29 ERIC DE SANGUES, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
cheer up 
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03/16/2012 13:48:39 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
yes JP 

will not lose a cent on this 

03/16/2012 13:48:59 ERIC DE SANGUES, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
we'll see 

03/16/2012 13:49:10 ERIC DE SANGUES, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
one day after the other 

03/16/2012 13:49:20 ERIC DE SANGUES, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
like in 09 

03/16/2012 13:49:42 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says; 
no 

03/16/2012 13:52:00 BRUNO IKSIL, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
ok call me when u have something ready 

03/16/2012 13:53:34 JUUEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
will do 

03/16/2012 13:53:40 JUUEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
sorry it's taking so long again. 

03/16/2012 14:04:03 JUUEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
bruno 9m de new trade? 

03/16/2012 14:04:38 JUUEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
currently -4m 

03/16/2012 14:04:42 JULIEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says: 
core 

03/16/2012 14:06:21 ERIC DE SANGUES, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, says; 
tactical now +2.1M 

03/16/2012 14:13:21 ERIC DE SANGUES, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, has left the room 
03/16/2012 14:55:50 LUIS BURAYA, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, has left the room 
03/16/2012 14:58:47 LUIS BURAYA, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, has joined the room 
03/16/2012 15:00:36 JUUEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, has left the room 
03/16/2012 15:17:02 JUUEN GROUT, JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, has joined the room 
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Identifier; JPMC Box 10\20120827_Audio Documents\20120827_PSI-A_WH\NATIVES\ 
JPM-CIO-PSI-A 0000076.wav 


Mr. Martin-Artajo: JP Morgan. 

Ms. Serpico: Yes, may I please speak to Javier? 

Mr. Martin-Artajo: Yeah, it's me. 

Ms. Serpico: Oh, hi! I don't recognize your voice. It's Gina. Can you hold for Ina, please? 

Mr. Martin-Artajo; Sure. 

Ms. Serpico: Thankyou. [Speaking to Ina] It's Jav- 

Ms. Drew: Hi. 

Mr. Martin-Artajo: Hi, Ina, 

Ms. Drew: Excuse me. Just so you know, I tried to call Achilles. You might want to let him 

know. 

Mr. Martin-Artajo; Yeah. 

Ms. Drew: I saw Hogan. I delivered the message on what we can and cannot deliver on limits 

this week or next. That we are doing an appropriate review, that there is a 
divergence between the single name system that's [Indecipherable.] the number 
and the index system, and he needs to take the pressure off in terms of penciling in 
a number quickly. 

Mr. Martin-Artajo: Ok, 

Ms. Drew: I think he's fine with that. And what we can pencil in, we will, but we don't have to 

do everything. And then I just wanted to get a really brief update on, you know, 
what the P&L might look like. It looked like the curve, the forward curve was 
flattening a little, 

Mr. Martin-Artajo: Yes. We are going to be showing a slight positive today. I just want to confirm that 
with Bruno, I think we are going to be up like somewhere around $20 million today, 
ok? So this is the first, this is a big event for us, because we are starting to get 
money back. The guys are a little bit unsure, because we are not trading in the 
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market. Maybe, maybe, maybe there's a little bit more money in the trade. I, I 
want them to just show me what they think is for sure, ok? So I think we are going 
to be up probably somewhere in the $20 million, ok? Somewhere around that. 

Ms. Drew: That, that's on the curve? 

Mr. Martin-Artajo: That's on the curve. It's a little bit on the curve. And, you know, if we mark the full, 
the full, I think, i think, to be honest with you Ina, we don't know where the market 
is trading, so really - 

Ms. Drew: I understand. 

Mr. Martin-Artajo: Because the bid/offer spread is a little bit wide, it's getting better every day so we 
are within the bid offer spread. Now, that means that probably the real P&L is 
probably like $50, but Tm going to show about half of that, ok? I just want to make 
sure that we don't, because I, I, I really want to make sure what we put in the P&L 
what we know for sure. And, so we are, but it is very important, because this is the 
first day that we are - If you forget about the Idiosyncratic thing that happened 
yesterday in Rescap, I mean - this is a, this is a market that actually is starting to 
trade a little bit better for our position. It is slightly better. Tm not saying that this 
is going to be a fast process, but it, it is important that we start getting positive 
numbers now, right? 

Ms. Drew: The curve that I put on, Manish put on the screen for me with Julien's help, that it 

was starting to, point upwards slightly. 

Mr. Martin-Artajo: Yeah. Yeah, it is starting to get a little better. The only thing is I don't know how 
much it's trading and I don't want to, I, I, I don't want to show the P&L until these 
guys confirm. I mean we are normally quite conservative in that. And, and I, you 
know, you know, if, if, if the price gets outside the, the bid-offer spread, then we 
mark that, ok? So, so 3 bps as you know is 150 bucks. 

Ms. Drew: Yeah. 

Mr. Martin-Artajo; So the instruction to you that we have here is probably around $100 million, ok? So 
I don't want them to show $100 million today if they are not sure, ok? So, so just 
for you to know that, you know, it's about, you know, you know, if this is, you know, 
we need to have a real, sort of 3bps move to, to, to recognize that. I hope it 
happens and, if it happens between now and the end of the day or, or, whenever it 
happens. I'll show you. I'll let you know, ok? I'll send you an email when, if, if things 
are improving. 

Ms. Drew; Here's my guidance. It's absolutely fine to stay conservative, but it would be 

helpful, if appropriate, to get, to start getting a little bit of that mark back. 

Mr. Martin-Artajo: Exactly, I know. 
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Ms. Drew: 

Mr. Martin-Artajo: 

Ms. Drew; 

Mr. Martin-Artajo: 

Ms. Drew; 

Mr. Martin-Artajo: 


Ms. Drew: 

Mr. Martin-Artajo: 
Ms. Drew; 


If appropriate, so you know, an extra basis point you can tweak at whatever it is i'm 
trying to show, you know, with demonstrable data and if not, then the description 
is, you know, we have a conservative mark but the curve is starting to trend 
[Indecipherable.] - 

Ok, I wili write that, i will write that. It's Just that I don't want to do it until I'm sure, 
ok? Because i, I, I know that we need this. I know that we need the reversal, and It 
does help our case enormously, right? It starts to give us a little bit of credibility 
that I've lost by, by explaining this in, in, in such a bad way, really. 

Ok. But are you ok? 

I'm ok. I'm ok. Thank you very much for - 1 thought that today's meeting was very 
good, Ina. 1, 1 really felt that, that we had a good meeting, today. I think that - 

Get our arms around everything, and we will, you know, go forward, but sometimes 
you gotta, like, look back to go forward. 

Yeah. Yeah, I mean we've shown a lot of our mistakes today. I think that, I think 
that, you know, I think this post mortem is. Is actually a, a realistic one, I, I, I, you 
know, i think that we've, we've made quite a lot of mistakes. I think that we 
communicated poorly internally. You know, I think we also forgotten how, how, 
how difficult it was, you know the positions that we've made given everything, 
right? Given, given, you know, year end. Given how fast things have happened in 
Europe. How, how, you know, I, I, I, I'd like to go to New York after, you know, in a 
week or two or three to, to, to just, you know, maybe, maybe we can sit down. 
Because I feel, you know, we have cathartic things here that maybe heal some of 
the things that maybe were not as good in the past. And, and, you know, things like 
this, it's like the twin towers falling down and suddenly we get, you know, we 
remember, how privileged this thing is and - 

Ok, I've got it. I'm just reaching out to mostly tell you about the limits and get the 
P&L, and I'm going to L&C and I will look, look out for the email later. 

Thank you, Ina. Thank you. 

Call if you need me. Bye. 
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Mays, 2012 

Javier Martm-Artato and Alistair Webster Conversation 

Javier: Hi Alistair 
Alistair: Hey how are you? 

Javier: I'm good man, tell me 

Alistair: I have a very quick question for you. Apologies for pestering you on this. 

Javier: Yeah, no no that's absolutely fine. Tell me.. 

Alistair: So I have, we've obviously been through a lot of detail on sort of pricing moves and how we got 
to where we got to at each position level. 

Javier: Yeah. 

Alistair: But there's just one sort of trend that I'm being asked for a sort of sense of how we think it 
happened from a trend perspective. 

Javier: Right 

Alistair: And that is if we look at the 18. You remember our famous population of 18? 

Javier: The IS? What is the 18? 

Alistair: The 18 positions that we reviewed with Doug. 

Javier: Yeah. 

Alistair: So if 1 look at those back in January, the front office marks were all either mid or somewhere 
close to mid. 

Javier: Right. 

Alistair: That.. 

Javier: In terms of conservative and aggressive. That's what you're asking? 

Alistair: Well, it's subtly different, subtly different. 

Javier: Okay. 
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May 8, 2012 

Alistair: But they were, none of them were actually at the boundaries of the bid or offer. 

Javier: Right. 

A: So then when, if we roll forward to March, if the front office marks had migrated, not all of them, to 
the aggressive side, most of them, not all of them, to the aggressive side, but they've also migrated from 
either mid to somewhere close to being at the, you know, the bounds of the bid or offer. 

J: Yeah, but I think that's because we were trading there. I think that's because we were trading them, 
quite heavily. 

A: Urn hmm. In March..? 

J: Yeah, in March we were not trading as, I mean, we traded as ! mean, to be honest with you, we 
traded a lot In March and we traded a lot In January. We didn't trade as much in February right? I 
mean, that that's kind of how it went for us. We traded a lot in January and we traded a lot in the 
middle of ...towards the, I think, the peak of the trading was like the 20-23rd of March. That's when we 
traded a lot. So we were on one side of the market obviously because that's what we were doing. 

A: But would that be, if you were trading would you, you would be on the conservative side of the 
market as opposed to the the aggressive side, right? 

J: If you're trading, I don't understand your question. 

A: i think that.. 

J: I mean are you saying that we had a trend at the end of the month to mark a little bit towards more 
one side of bid offer as opposed to the trend that we had at the beginning of the year. That's what 
you're saying right? 

A: Yeah, cause before the beginning of the year you guys... 

J: Okay two things. One is that at the end of March we really traded a lot and second, that, I don't think 
the traders have that bias to be honest with you. I don't think so. I mean, listen, you can have any 
interpretation you want, but,... 

A: Agreed. 

J: I don't think so. I do not think that they were, let's not foi^et that we stopped trading at the 28th of 
March, cause Ina just wanted us to stop trading, so maybe the last three days, I mean, if you're asking 
about the last three days we traded less. I don't think they changed the way they mark their books to be 
honest with you. I don't think that's what I would say happened. 

A: Urn hmm. 
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Mays, 2012 

J: What I would say happened Is that the most surprising thing to me that, and ! told you before and I 
will tell you again Redacted Attorney Client Privilege 

A: Um hmm. 

J: The thing that I experienced that was incredibly strange to us, right, is not only that you're telling us 
about about mid offer spread, but we were actually finding very surprising is a move between the actual 
marks that we mark the book at the end of the month okay... 

A: Um hmm. 

J; and what we got from Markit and Totern three days later, okay. 

A: Um hmm. 

J; That is an incredibly surprising thing to me and to the traders. How much that difference was. So 
what my conspiracy theory is telling me is that there's information between when we close our books at 
the end of March and where they agreed where the market was three days later. 

A: Um hmm. 

J: That Is very very difficult for me to explain and, to be honest with you, I still don't know, I mean ! still 
don't know why that happened. I'm still looking into it and I will never give up until I find out what 
happened there. My guess is that they were already, Bloomberg and Wall Street Journal were already 
writing their story so so their story was ready then. I think they were ready to publish it. I think they 
only needed to confirm a few things and they just delayed it for one week. So I think that information 
was already in the dealers and the hedge funds to be honest with you. that is a big move for me, and 
when we look at the actual move of that and we look at how the difference of our book marks at the 
end of the month, and when I look at the IB marks at the end of the month that they gave us, and I look 
at Totem marks, what surprised me incredibly was the same amount that the IB would have priced our 
book atwas actually the price that at which Totem would have marked it. Now, I think that is very very 
very interesting to look at that and compare to the quotes that we had from JPMorgan at the end of of 
March. 

A: Um hmm. 

J: and that Is an amazingly, interesting thing for you as an auditor and as an accountant. I'd love you to 
help me with that once this is a little bit less critical, because... 

A: Okay 

J: I do not know, I don't understand how can it be that the quotes we get form our own IB and from the 
market that we trade on on the end of the month and during the day of the end of the month, which, 
you see the history of that ... 
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A: Dm hmm. 

J: You. .then, you see what happened when the Totem numbers were published. 

A: Urn hmm. 

J: This is an amazing thing for me and not only that, what is amazing to me is that the actual IB marks 
agree with Totem marks which is even more surprising to me, so this is what I would say is more than 
where the traders mark their book which I would like to, you know, I don't think they have a bias, i still 
don't think they have a bias now. I do think that on April 30tii, j think you're going to see the same thing. 
1 think, I mean Ashley was saying the same thing as your' re telling me. 

A: In April it would revert back to the norm in the sense that there's some mid, some, somewhere 
between bid and offer, and that there's two... 

J: I know you're saying that, but let me tell you what Ashley told me. He says that we are not. He told 
me that ! should be even more conservative than that, so, there's lots of opinions on this. 

A: Oh no, I have to agree with that... 

J: This is an OTC market. We trade in the markets- We have an interpretation. We are changing it into 
what you guys are guiding us that we should do and we're going to do it. I mean I will do what the Firm 
wants me to do. I just, you're asking me if I think that the traders had a change in the way they marked 
their books. I don't think so. To be honest with you, we traded less at the end of March, the very last 
three days of March, but, we were very alert on what the close would be because it was very material 
for us since we had been losing a lot of money that week. And the books experienced a very large 
drawdown that week. So obviously these guys were looking at the markets, you know, even more 
attention than ever. On Friday as you can see, the market was very volatile and also that explains quite 
a lot of things if you look at the spreadsheet I sent you. 

A: Um hmm. 

J: But I wouldn't say that we were aggressive or particularly aggressive in March. 1 wouldn't say that. 1 
would say that it it was very difficult to mark books even though we didn't trade as much then and I 
don't think that. I don't feel that, 1 was aggressive to be honest with you. Doug's asked me that three 
times already. 

A: Um hmm. 

J: You're asking me twice, umm. 

A: No no I'm not. I'm not. 

J: And Ashley is already asking me. Ashley is asking me the same thing. Look, first of ail, I wasn't aware 
that this was going to be an issue because ! wasn't, I mean I don't, I don't, you know, mark books. You 
know we have a lot of valuation processes that you know very well. 
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A: Um hmm. 

J; and you know, we contribute to the marking of the books. As you know, we do the estimates and the 
best estimates that we can. Today we stii! have issues because today, I was just before this meeting, 
trying.to explain, you know again, you know, how we did it for last week. So it's not exactly like we are 
yet with a firm way to explain this. Unfortunately, it's difficult to to get to the right methodology. We 
differ from the IB--we trade at different times we have different different markets and, I know that the 
firm wants us to have one standard but you know that I think it's difficult to agree with that because you 
know I was still I'm stii! doing this in parallel to see what it means for our book, and I think we're going 
to get a lot of volatility if we do that so I think it's better if we actually get some tolerance which is lower 
and we try to price everything in ICE or Markit everyday. And then the tranches do what the guys are 
doing, which is give the best estimate based on the quote, so at least we align the indexes with ICE and 
or Markit. And I'd like to do that-- more than aligning that to the IB quotes. I really think that having the 
IB quotes is a problem and I don't want to be, you know, dealing with that. I think that the IB has a 
different business model and they are buyers on certain things and they don't trade quite a lot of the 
things that we own, so I think Markit or ICE is the reference we should use, or close to that, and then, 
you know, without interpretation of the traders, so no interpretation on that and then we do what we 
can on the tranches, I think this would remove some of the bias I think that you are referring to, 

A: Um hmm, the possible bias, the possible bias. 

J: I don't think there was a bias to be honest. 

A: Understood. 

J: Is that what you wanted from this call? 

A: No, I mean, to be honest with you, I mean you you can interpret it any which way you want to and 
I'm not here to accuse you or anything like that. It was more, just a sort of, someone will ask that, you 
know, cause obviously we've documented everything you've done and you know we've been through 
the process, position by position, and well, they say, well they did this on that one and what they did 
with this on that one. I was just trying to catch if there was some sort of general trend you know and 
essentially what you articulate is look, you know> less trading at the end of the month, you know 
potentially the information is already out there so the banks are starting to move against us and there's 
volatility in the market. 

J; That is basically what I am saying. 

A: So that was very helpful. 

J: Ok, you're welcome. 

A: As always, Javier, I'm not certainly not trying to, you know, be an accuser. I'm just trying to get to a 
grip with everything. I'm just a simple guy. 
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J; Ok. 

A: But I do certainly appreciate ail the time and effort that you've put into helping me and you know... 

J: I have to say the same Alistair. I, you have to understand, that 1 get probably. I'm getting between 
100 and 150 calls a day. I don't know how many does Jamie Dimon get, but I am sure 1 get more, but. I'm 
the only one here, ok, thank you, man. 

A: That's why ! say I'm grateful... 

J: Alrighty. 

A: forthetime. Thanksalot. 

J: Cheers. 
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From: Grout, Jullen G <julien.g.grout(g)jpmchase.com> 

Sent: Tue, 10 Apr 2012 19:02:01 GMT 

o: CIO ESTIMATED PSd_ <CIO__CREDrT_P8iL@jpmchase.com> 

CC: CIO P&L Team <CIO_P&L_Team@jpmchase.com> 

Subject: CIO Core Credit P&L Predict [10 Apr]; -$5,711k (dly) -$626,834k (ytd) 


Daily P&L: -$5,710,991 

YTD.P&L: -$626,833,772 


Daily P&L($) YTD P&L($) 

Europe Financials -15,447,416 -70,109,112 

Redacted By 

Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations 
Europe High Grade -72,418,493 -83,026,416 


Redacted By 

Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations 


Redacted By 

Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations 


US High Grade -310,657,048 -178,547,277 


Redacted By 

Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations 


MS HY & LCDX 


410,592,536 281,987,487 


I Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations ! 

EXHIBIT #33 I 


JPM-aO 0M3S70 




669 


Redacted by the 

Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations 


us 






New Investments 


6,522,635 -529,210,342 


Redacted by the 

Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations 


Dead Books (Core) 


1,790 


Redacted by the 

Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations 


Washbook/Costs 


Redacted by the 

Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations 
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Big moves in credit index today. US creoit. naa already taken a hit following Friday's poor NFP 
report. Today's sell off was amplified by further concerns in the European complex, with Spain 
(+21bp at 488bp) and Italy (+20bp at 438bp) leading the way wider. This is pushing financials and 
iTraxx.Main too, and credit is actually compressing in Europe, thus despite the worsening of the 
economic situation there. This compression Is causing a 70M loss today. The loss however is 
partially compensated by decompression in US credit, with the CDX.HY complex underperforming. 

Today saw a significant bear steepening in off the run CDX.IG9 and iTraxx.Main S9 index curves: 
for instance iTraxx.Main S9 junl8 is underperforming the on the run benchmark index by +3bp while 
the front end iTraxx.Main S9 lunl3 is outperforming by -2bp . It is difficult to find a catalyst 
for these moves - one would have expected some flattening in those; despite the substantial move 
in spreads (and in credit volatility in general) and some flattening seen in single name curves, 
the front end of these curves is still outperforming. Note that the moves happened in small 
volumes - if any, in iTraxx.Main S9. 

No trade today. 



Again, a lot of prices are still being framed and we are providing our best estimate 


ConFidentia! Treatment Requested 
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From: Grout, Julien G <julien.g.grout@jpmchase.com> 

Sent: Tue, 10 Apr 2012 20:30:42 GMT 

o: CIO ESTIMATED P&L <CIO^CREDrT_P8d-@jpmchase.conn> 

CC: CIO P&L Team <CIO_P8i.L_Team@jpmchase.com> 

Subject; CIO Core Credit P8iL Predict [10 Apr]: '$394,735k (dly) -$1, 015,858k (ytd) 


Daily P&L: , -$394,735,120 

YTD P&L: -$1,015,857,902 




•-IS HY & LCDX 346,055,097 217,450,048 
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Redacted By 

Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations 


US ABX / TABX 


-26,312 


Redacted By 

Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations 
New Investments -62,215,’559 -597,948,537 


Redacted By 

Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations 


Dead Books (Core) -343 1,784 


Redacted By 

Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations 


Washbook/Costs 


0 


Redacted By 

Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations 
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Redacted By 

Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations 


Big moves in credit index over the long week end. US credit had already taken a hit following 
Friday's poor NFP- report. Today’s sell off was amplified by further concerns in the European 
complex^ with Spain (+21bp at 488bp) and Italy (+20bp at 438bp) ' leading the way wider. This is 
pushing financials and iTraxx.Main too, and credit is actually compressing in Europe (iTraxx.Xover 
outperforming by -9bp), thus despite the worsening of the economic situation there. This 
compression, along the directional moves in the index, is causing a 80M loss today. In the US the 
compression is less obvious, although Q)X.HY has been outperforming equities. 

Today saw a significant bear steepening in off the run CDX.IG9 and iTraxx.Main S9 index curves: 
for instance iTraxx.Main S9 lunl8 is +15.75bp wider while the on the run benchmark index S17 is 
+12bp and the front end iTraxx.Main S9.1unl3 is only +7.25bp, thus a steepening +8.5bp; similarly 
CDX.IG9 9unl7 is marked +12bp wider while the on the run CDX.IG18 is +9bp and the front end 
CDX.IC9 Decl2 is only +6bp, thus a +6bp steepening. It is difficult to find a catalyst for these 
moves - one would have expected some flattening in these curves; despite the substantial move in 
spreads (and in, credit volatility in general) and some flattening seen in single name curves, the 
front end of these curves is still outperforming. Note that the moves happened in small volumes - 
if any, in iTraxx.Main S9. These moves are causing a loss of 160M in CDX.IG and 140M in 
iTraxx.Main. 

"n trade today. 



10-Apr- 04-Apr- 03-Apr- 02 -Apr- 02 -Apr- 30-Mar- 

12 12 12 12 12 12 

iTraxx.Main SI 7 
Jun17 


iTraxx.Main S9 
JutilS 

5/10 S9 


5y S9 


!Traxx.Xover S17 


OTE 5y CDS 


PORTEL 5y CDS 


BESPL 5y CDS 

*■ 

DXNS 5y CDS 


CDX.IG18 Jun17 

\ 

t, 

\ 

CDX.fG9 Dec17 


!G9 5/10 


5y IG9 


RDN 5y CDS 


MBi 5y CDS' 


FON 5y CDS 


SFl 5y CDS 


HY10 


HY11 


HY14 


■IY15 


riY16 


HY18 



1 i 1 1 r 


CordidentisI Treatment Requeated 
by JPMORGAN CHASE & CO. 


JPIiCiaOTOSSTS 



674 



Redacted By 

Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations 


iin^ a lot of prices are still being framed and we are providing our best estimate 
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From: Hughes, 3ason LDN <Jason.LDN.Hughes@jpmorgan.com> 

Sent: Fri, 20 Apr 2012 19:07:35 GMT 

To; Kastl, Edward R <kastl_edward@jpmorgan.com> 
Subject: RE: Credit Index and Tranche Book 


Exactly. Marked within bid offer except for the positions where you see an adjustment 


Instrument 

Tolerance 

ITRAXXMN S09 10Y 22-100 

5 bps 

CDX HY S10 05Y 15-25 

0.5 price p«nts 

CDXHY S11 05Y 15-25 

0.5 price pointe 

CDX IG S09 10Y 00-03 

1.5bps 

CDX HY SOS 05Y 10-15 

1 price points 

CDX IG S09 05Y 00-03 

1bps 

ITRAXX MN S09 07Y 22-100 

0,75 bps 

ITRAXX MN S09 07Y 

6bps 

CDXHY S10 07Y 10-15 

1 .5 price points 

ITRAXX MN S09 10Y 00-03 

0.75 bps 

CDX IG S09 10Y 30-100 

0.5 bps 

CDXHY S11 05Y 10-15 

2 price points 

CDX IG S09 07Y 30-100 

Obps.75 

ITRAXXMN S16 05Y 

2bps 

ITRAXX MN S09 05Y 00-03 

0.5 bps 

CDX LCDX S10 05Y 12-15 

1 price points 

CDX HY S11 07Y 

0.5 price points 

CDX LCDXS10 05Y 15-100 

0.5 price points 

CDX HY SOS 07Y 15-25 

2 price points 

Regards, 


Jason Hughes 


CIO Europe 

, 

020 7777 3301 



From: Kastl, Edward R 
Sent: 20 April 2012 19:52 
To; Hughes, Jason LDN 
Cc! Wilmot, John 

Subject: RE: Credit Index and Tranche Book 

When you say "most advantageous" you mean within Bid/Offer tolerances, correct? Only the Sl7mm at the bottom would be 
outside of tolerance and that is where we posted an adjustment. 

Generally speaking, what are the tolerances for these 19 positions? 

Ed 


From: Hughes, Jason LDN 

Confidential Treatment ReqMKled 
by JPMORQAN CHASE & CO. 


Permanent Subcommittfeon Investigations 

EXHIBIT #34a 
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Sent; Friday, April 20, 2012 2:41 PM 
To: KastI, Edward R 

Subject: Credit Index and Tranche Book 
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Ed, At March month end the CIO FO marked their book at the most advantageous levels based on the positions they held in 
specific indices and tranches. CIO VCG price tested the positions initially mid versus mid and that resulted in the following 
adjustments 



DifTerences 

Differences 

Global 

(Ccy) 

($) 

S4 FIN SUB 

*18,443.604 

-24,560.425 

S6 EU 

-4,268,031 

-5,683,523 

S12 EU 

0 

0 

S14 EU 

-27.536,181 

-36,668,556 

S6 US 

3,466,609 

3,466.609 

S18 US 

-80,183,976 

-80,183,976 

SHB US 

2,223,732 

2,223,732 

sue US 

5,371,007 

5,371,007 

S15B 

26,090,038 

26,090,038 

S15C 

9,122,647 

9,122,647 

S15D 

-37.088,552 

-37,088,552 

S9 US 

0 

0 

S27A US 

5,178,854 

5.178,854 

S27B EU 

-2.285.717 

-3,043.776 

S27C US 

-61,254,250 

-61,254,250 

S27D US 

5,492.713 

5.492.713 

Core Credit Total 

-174,114,711 

-191,537,457 

Tactical]! EU 

0 

0 

Tactical 32 EU 

-89,449 

-119.115 

Tactical 70 EU 

-19,890 

-26.487 

Tactical 70 USD 

-7.689 

-7,689 

Tactical 71 EU 

■1,067,544 

-1.421,595 

Tactical 71 USD 

0 

0 

Tactical 75 USD 

0 

0 

Tactical Total 

-1,184,572 

-1,574,886 




Credit Total 

-175,299,284 

-193,112,343 


Hovi/ever, based on our normal practice we then applied market derived thresholds to each of the individual positions. If a 
position was within tolerance then no adjustment was required and if a position was outside tolerance an adjustment was 
passed to bring it back within tolerance. After applying these tolerances the adjustment became 



Differences 

Differences 

Global 

(Ccy) 

($) 

S4 FIN SUB 

-2,757,552 

-3,672,094 

S6 EU 

-987,157 

-1,314447 

SI2_EU 

0 

0 

S14_EU 

-2,920,748 

-3,889,415 

S6_US 

2,218,438 

2,218,438 

S18_US 

0 

0 

S11B_US 

0 

0 

snc_us 

0 

0 

S15B 

0 

0 
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SI5C 

0 

0 

S15D 

0 

0 

S9 US 

0 

0 

S27A US 

0 

0 

S27B EU 

-6,028,625 

-8,028,018 

S27C US 

0 

0 

S27D US 

0 

0 

Core Credit Total 

-10,475,644 

-14,685,636 

Tactical 14 EU 

0 

0 

Tactical 32 EU 

-89,449 

•119,115 

Tactical 70 EU 

-505,906 

-673,690 

Tactical 70 USD 

-7.689 

-7,689 

Tactical 7 i EU 

-1,067,544 

-1,421,595 

Tactical 71 USD 

0 

0 

Tactical 75 USD 

0 

0 

Tactical Total 

-1,670,588 

-2422,089 


Credit Total 

-12,146432 

-16,907,725 


The difference between the 2 numbers highlights the size of the positions CIO hold and the difference that can result from 
marking within a normal market bid/offer spread. 

Liquidity Reserve 


Our policy has been to exclude Series 9 of the ITAXX and CDX IG based on the liquidity of these series as they are still very 
liquid for the correlation markets. The following table shows the changes we have been able to make to our positions in these 
indices and tranches during 2012 (Positions are in local currency) 


ITRAXX MN S09 05Y 
ITRAXX MN S09 05Y 00-03 
ITRAXX MN S09 05Y 03-06 
ITRAXX MNS09 05Y 06-09 
ITRAXX MN S09 05Y 09-12 
ITRAXX MN S09 05Y 12-22 
ITRAXX MN S09 05Y 22-100 
ITRAXX MN S09 07Y 
ITRAXX MN S09 07Y 00-03 
ITRAXX MNS09 07Y 03-06 
ITRAXX MN 309 07Y 06-09 
ITRAXX MN 309 07Y 09-12 
ITRAXX MN 309 07Y 12-22 
ITRAXX MN 309 07Y 22-100 
ITRAXX MN 309 10Y 
ITRAXX MN 309 10Y 00-03 
ITRAXX MN 309 10Y 03-06 
ITRAXX MN 309 10Y 06-09 
ITRAXX MN 309 10Y 09-12 
ITRAXX MN 309 10Y 12-22 
ITRAXX MN 309 10Y 22-100 


Dec-31 

Jan-31 

25,376,375,000 

19,682,625,000 

-2,480.000,000 

-2.595.000.000 

35,000,000 

-5.000.000 

-15.000,000 

280.000,000 

25,000,000 

165.000,000 

-1,075,000,000 

-375,000,000 

7,300,000,000 

11.300.000,000 

3,855,000.000 

3,837,000,000 

-480,000,000 

-480.000,000 

-10,000,000 

-10,000,000 

10,000,000 

-25,000.000 

230.000,000 

180.000,000 

-950,000,000 

-750.000.000 

6,575,000,000 

6,675,000,000 

7,892,750,000 

10.573.750,000 

1,425,000,000 

1,415.000.000 

-220,000,000 

-100,000.000 

160,000,000 

270,000,000 

-30,000,000 

235,000,000 

-1,015,000,000 

-495,000,000 

5,100,000,000 

7,775,000,000 


Feb-29 

Mar-31 

13,748,375,000 

17,304,875,000 

-2,615,000,000 

-2,950,000,000 

-300,000,000 

-360,000,000 

340,000,000 

340,000,000 

280,000,000 

280,000,000 

-175,000.000 

-125,000,000 

7.500.000,000 

7,100,000,000 

4,353,250,000 

5,016,250,000 

-490,000,000 

-590,000,000 

-140,000.000 

-160,000,000 

-25,000.000 

-25,000,000 

180,000,000 

180.000,000 

-450,000,000 

-450,000,000 

9.975,000,000 

10,950,000,000 

10,339,750,000 

12,957,600,000 

1,445.000,000 

1,270,000,000 

-140,000,000 

5,000,000 

270,000,000 

380.000,000 

235,000,000 

235,000,000 

180.000,000 

155,000.000 

12,070,000,000 

15,810,000,000 


CDX IG 309 05Y 
CDX IG 309 05Y 00-03 

Confidents Treatment Requea 
by JPMOROAS CHASE A CO. 


-30,569.500,000 

-2,580,000,000 


-40,103,500,000 

-2,725,000,000 


-49,563,000.000 -32.722.500,000 

-2,995,000,000 -3,570,000,000 
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CDX !G S09 05Y 03-07 
CDX !G S09 05Y 07-10 
CDXIG S09 05Y 10-15 
CDX IG S09 05Y 15-30 
CDX IG S09 05Y 30-100 
CDX IG S09 07Y 
CDX IG 309 07Y 00-03 
CDX IG 309 07Y 03-07 
CDX IG 309 07Y 07-10 
CDX IG 309 07Y 10-15 
CDX IG 309 07Y 15-30 
CDX IG 309 07Y 30-100 
CDXIG 309 10Y 
CDX IG 309 10Y 00-03 
CDX IG 309 10Y 03-07 
CDX IG 309 10Y 07-10, 
CDX IG 309 10Y 10-15 
CDXIG 309 10Y 15-30 
CDXIG 309 10Y 30-100 


-1.090,000,000 

-1,435,000,000 

-2,905,000.000 

-12,215,000,000 

-270,000.000 

30,253,500,005 

-705,000,000 

165.000,000 

-345,000,000 

-925,000,000 

-4,940,000,000 

10.380.000. 000 

37.219,500,000 

3.300.000. 000 

-20,000,000 

155,000,000 
-785,000,000 

-1,345,000,000 

11.975.000. 000 


-1,355,000,000 

-2,045,000,000 

-2,905.000,000 

-12,215.000,000 

-270,000,000 

28.885.000. 005 
-555,000,000 

165.000. 000 
-345,000,000 

-1,195,000,000 

-5,340,000,000 

10.980.000. 000 

54,764,500,000 

3.290.000. 000 

60.000. 000 

345,000,000 

-1,730.000.000 

-2.075,000.000 

16.625.000. 000 


-1,395,000,000 

-2,045.000,000 

-2,905,000,000 

-12,215.000,000 

-270,000,000 

33.546.000. 005 
-370,000,000 
-190,000,000 
-410,000,000 
-1.820,000.000 
-6,290,000,000 

10.780.000. 000 

67,790,500,000 

3.370.000. 000 

-120,000,000 

265,000,000 

-1 ,900,000,000 
-2.750,000,000 

15.875.000. 000 


-1,395,000,000 

-2,045,000,000 

-2,905,000,000 

-12,215,000,000 

-270,000.000 

33.847.000. 005 
-405,000,000 
-215,000.000 
-365,000,000 

-1.970,000,000 

-6,965.000,000 

11.430.000. 000 

80,343,500,000 

2.805.000. 000 

60,000,000 

775,000,000 

-1,980,000,000 

-3,800,000,000 

16.725.000. 000 


These moves only show the changes month on month and do not show the significant volumes we have been able to trade 
intr-month. 

Regards, 


Jason Hughes 
CIO Europe 
020 77773301 
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From; Iksil, Bruno M <bruno.m.iksit(ajpmchase.com> 

Sent; Fri, 20 Apr 2012 10:27:58 GMT 
'o: Bates, Paul T <paul.t.bates@jpnnchase.cbm> 

Subject; RE: URGENT ::: Huge Difference for fTraxx 8i CDX trades 


thx Paul. We can address that partly because it is possible here that BofA and MS are not in line with other market 
participants. 


From: Bates, Pau! T 
Sent; 20 April 2012 11:23 
To: Iksil, Bruno M 

Cc: Grout, Julien G; Martin -Artajo, Javier X; O’neill, Rory H; Hughes, Jason LDN 
Subject: RE: URGENT ::: Huge Difference for fTraxx & CDX trades 

Hi Bruno, 

The file we were sent only had the top 15 trade breaks with either BOA or MS in it. They were not 
complete trade lists therefore I do not know the complete valuation difference with each of these 
Cp^s. 

Here are the two summary pivots based on the trades we were given: 

BOA; 


MS; 



As you can see the bigger differences are oh the Itraxx 59 11 % - 100%. 

have attached the files with these pivots so you can drill down to look at the underlying 
.rades. 

t Permanent Subcommittee on I nvestigations 

EXHIBIT #34b J 
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If you need more details please let me know. 

-anks 

Paul 


Original Message 

From; Iksilj Bruno M 
Sent: 20 April 2012 11:00 
To: BateSj Paul T 

Cc: Grout, lulien G; Martin-Artajo, lavier X 

Subject: RE: URGENT ::: Huge Difference for iTraxx & CDX trades 

thx Paul. Could you help us "decipher'’ in plain words what we should look at and come back to you 
on the issues raised here? 

Original Message 

From: Bates, Paul T 

Sent: 20 April 2012 10:58 

To: Grout, lulien Gj Iksil, Bruno M 

Cc: O'neill, Rory H; Coombes, Hema S; Hughes, Dason LDN 
Subject: FW: URGENT ::: Huge Difference for iTraxx & CDX trades 

Here are the detailed files we were sent from the collateral guys. 

Original Message 

From: Hughes, lason LDN 
Sent: 20 April 2012 10:31 
To: O'neill, Rory H 

Cc: Enfield, Keithj Bates, Paul T; Coombes, Hema S 

Subject: FW: URGENT ::: Huge Difference for iTraxx & CDX trades 

Rory, Can you liase with lulien on this 

Regards, 

lason Hughes 
CIO Europe 
020 7777 3301 


Original Message 

From: Iksil, Bruno M 
Sent: 20 April 2012 10:30 
To:- Hughes, lason LDN 

Subject: RE: URGENT ::: Huge Difference for iTraxx & CDX trades 

I would like to know the detail of the instruments and the counterparties claiming this. Please 
'form lulien and lavier about this. 

Driginal Message 

From: Hughes, lason LDN 

Confidential Trealment Requested JPM-CIO 00035M 
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Sent: 20 April 2012 10:13 

To; Iksilj Bruno M; Grout, lulien G 

bject: FW: URGENT Huge Difference for iTraxx & CDX trades 

Bruno/lulien, We've had some queries from the collateral group around some of our tranche marks. 
Major query seems to be on Itraxx Series 9 10year 22-100 tranche. I've had a quick look at some 
data and my thoughts are shown in the mail below and just wondered if there was anything else you 
wanted to add (or if I got anything wrong) of if you had any further evidence for the prices. 

I’m working from home today but happy to speak on phone if required 

Regards, 

Dason Hughes 
CIO Europe 
020 7777 3301 


Original Message 

From; Hughes, lason LDN 
Sent: 20 April 2012 09:51 

To; O'neill, Rory Hj Bates, Paul T; Green, Dames E; CIO EMEA MO; CIO P&L Team 
Cc: Coombes, Hema 5; Enfield, Keith 

Subject; RE; URGENT Huge Difference for iTraxx & CDX trades 

I've quickly looked into ITRAXX Series 9 leyear 22-100 tranche which seems to form the majority of 
a issues in both files. 

AS. of 30th March 2012 for this tranche CIO were marked at 33 versus an independent price of 34.75. 
Considering that the, bid offer seen in the market is anything between 3 and 6 bps we considered 

the position to be marked within tolerance and therefore at fair value. For the same date 

Dataquery (DPM data but independent of CIO) shows a level of 35. 

For 18th April, the date that these files refer to, CIO is marked at 45.75 Dataquery has a price 

of 48. Even using the tolerances we applied at last month end (which are now probably too tight) 
we would still fall within tolerance and so from my perspective we still look to be well marked. 

It is probably worth confirming with Bruno/Dulian but I'm sure with all the sensitivity around the 
book they are going to be very sure of all their marks. 

Any questions let me know 

Regards, 

Dason Hughes 
CIO Europe 
020 7777 3301 


Original Message 

om: O'neill, Rory H 
-^ent; 20 April 2012 09:23 

To; O'neill, Rory H; Hughes, Dason LDN; Bates, Paul T; Green, 
Cc: Coombes, Hema S; Enfield, Keith 
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Subject: RE; URGENT ; : : Huge Difference for iTraxx & CDX trades 
'oth files attached) 


Original Message 

From: O'neill^ Rory H 
Sent: 20 April 2012 09:14 

To; HugheSj lason LDN; BateSj Paul T; Green, lames E; CIO EMEA MO; CIO P&L Team 
Cc: Coombes, Hema S; Enfield, Keith 

Subject: RE; URGENT ::: Huge Difference for iTraxx & CDX trades 


Original Message 

From: Hughes, Jason LDN 
Sent: 20 April 2012 08:59 

To: Bates, Paul T; O'neill, Rory H; Green, James E; CIO EMEA MO; CIO P&L Team 
Cc: Coombes, Hema S; Enfield, Keith 

Subject: RE: URGENT Huge Difference for iTraxx & CDX trades 

Paul, Valuations were OK as of March month end. I can’t do an intra-month valuation as we don't 
get sufficient market data especially around tranche positions 

Regards, 

son Hughes 
.TO Europe 
020 7777 3301 


Original Message , 

From: Bates, Paul T 
Sent: 20 April 2012 08:46 

To: Hughes, Jason LDN; O’neill, Rory H; Green, James E; CIO EMEA MO; CIO P&L Team 
Cc: Coombes, Hema S; Enfield, Keith 

Subject; RE: URGENT Huge Difference for iTraxx & CDX trades 

Rory, Can you and James check all the trades are ok and they are getting the correct MTM fed 
down. Have they sent us the full population? Do we know the size of the difference? 

Jason, Can you look in detail at these valuation differences and check that you are happy with our 
current marks on these instruments. 

Thanks 

Paul 


Original Message 

From: Hughes, Jason LDN 
nt; 20 April 2012 08:27 

.o: O’neill, Rory H; Green,. James E; CIO' EMEA MO; CIO P&L Team 
Cc: Bates, Paul T; Coombes, Hema S 

Subject: RE: URGENT ::: Huge Difference for iTraxx & CDX trades 
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Rony, Assuming you meant end of March and not April. There were differences between the desk and 
■'e independent marks at month end. The desk marked the book at the boundary of the bid/offer 
,pread depending on whether the position was long or short. We then applied a tolerance to make 
sure the prices were within tolerance and the majority of positions were. We had a small number of 
positions where they fell outside these tolerances and hence the adjustment that was passed. With 
the- volatility seen around month end and the size. of our positions even small price differences 
would be expected.' 

Regards, 

lason Hughes 
CIO Europe 
020 7777 3301 

Original Message 

From: O’neill, Rory H 
Sent: 20 April 2012 06:22 

To: Green, lames Ej CIO EMEA MO; CIO P&L Team; Hughes, lason LDN 
Cc: Bates, Paul T; Coombes, Hema S 

Subject: Re: URGENT ::: Huge Difference for iTraxx & CDX trades 
lason. 

Can you confirm the 30Apr VC6 result on these instruments? Do we have any known discrepancies with 
the mkt? 

, tanks, 

Rory 

Original Message 

From: Vaz, Daniel X 

To: Green, lames E 

To: CIO EMEA MO 

To: CIO P&L Team 

Cc: IBOD Collateral Project Team 

Cc: Miller, Charles R 

Cc: Demo, Mark 

Cc: Daryanani, Nilam I 

Subject: URGENT Huge Difference for iTraxx & CDX trades 
Sent: 20 Apr 2012 01:43 

Hi lames, CIO, 

Can you please validate the marks for the CDS trades booked with ref entity as iTraxx Europe s9 
22%-100% or CDX.NA.IG.8 30%-100%? We are seeing huge differences in these trades when we compare 
our marks- with CP marks. I took a sample of 15 trades from MSCS & BOA portfolio with greater MTM 
differences. Can you please investigate & advice why we would have such huge differences at a 
trade level which Is impacting our margin calls? 

CP 

tal portfolio diff 
jmple trade count 
Comments 

Internal Collateral tracking number 

ConFIdential Treatment Requested 
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HSCS 

USD 36.2 MM 
15 

All trades are booked with ref entity as iTraxx Europe. s9 22%-100% cart=351950 BOA USD 46 MM 
15 

Trades are booked with ref entity as iTraxx Europe s9 22%-100% or 
CDX.NA.IG.8 30%-100% 

’t-351952 


Daniel Vaz ! Team Leader j Collateral & Derivatives Confirms j Investment Bank | 3.P. Morgan 
+912261260408 [ danlel . x . vazigj pmor.gart.CQm j jpmorgan.com j 3PMC Internal use only 
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From: Braunstein, Douglas <Douglas.Braunstejn@jpmorgan.com> 

Sent: Fri, 20 Apr 2012 15:31:33 GMT 

To; Hogan, John J. <John.J.Hogan@jpmorgan,com> 

Subject: Re: Collateral Disputes 


Is this the first time this has happened 


From: Hc^an, John J. 

Sent: Friday, April 20, 2012 11:24 AM 
To: Braunstein, Douglas 
Subject; Fw: Collateral Dteputes 

This isn't a good sign on our valuation process on the Tranche book In CIO. Tm going to dig further. 


From: Goldman, Irvin J 

Sent: Friday, April 20, 2012 11:21 AM 

To: Hc^an, John J. 

Subject: FW: Collateral Disputes 


Original Message 

From: Lewis, Phil 

Sent; Friday, April 20, 2012 11:20 AM Eastern Standard Time 
To: Goldman, Irvin J; Weiland, Peter 
Cc: KastI, Edward R; Bates, Paul T 
Subject: RE: Collateral Disputes 

Yes w/e are— we have collateral disputes from a number of counterparties (obviously on positions that aren’t novated td ICE, 
so the tranches and ICE ineligible indices). Biggest are with MS and 6S. First we heard of these was this morning (collateral 
process is done at a Legal entity level - when differences become big enough they reach out to MO & VCG). MO are checking 
all bookings and flows, with the desk and VCG (Jason Hughes/Ed KastI) are checking marks. We are also trying to get some 
granularity byproduct 

I'll forward you a note from the collateral guys. 

This table shows, differences by cpty and the Gross Absolute PV across all outstanding trades with each cpty 


% 
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HSBGEU 

100,908,403 

121,569 

0% 

HSBCUS 

35,801,766 

6,027,808 

17% 

ML! 

6,244,692 

-156*884 

-3% 

MSCS 

4,124,528,028 

114,910,670 

3% 

MSIL 

222,395,626 

1,724,699 

1%: 

NOMURAIP 

258,811,944 

-2.974,037 

-1% 

RBSPLC 

81,166,415 

-2.667,779 

-3% 

SGCIB 

3.004,157,922 

16,658,449 

1% 

UBSAG 

2,576,649,497 

46.660.667 

2% 

Grand Total 

29,226,690,681 

519.983,977 

2% 


From: Goldman, Irvin J 

Sent: Friday, April 2.0, 2.012 11:00 AM 

To: Lewis, Phil 

Subject: FW; Collateral Disputes 
Please let me know. 


Original Message 

From: Hogan, John J. 

Sent; Friday, April 20, 2012 10;22 AM Eastern Standard Time 
To: Goldman, Irvin J; Weiiand, Peter 
Subject: Collateral Disputes 


Are you having any in the tranche (or index) positions? 
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This memo summarizes the Firm's review of the valuation of its CIO EMEA credit portfolio in 
light of the current market conditions and dislocation that occurred in April 2012. 

1. Background 

The CIO EMEA credit portfolio is made up of Investment and Core Credit portfolios^. The 
Investment portfolio consists of available-for-sale investment securities, while the Core 
Credit Portfolio primarily consists of synthetic credit positions -- credit derivative positions 
on various credit indices and tranches of those indices (the index and tranche credit 
derivatives portfolio). These synthetic positions were entered into to manage the market 
value deterioration in a potential stress scenario associated with investment securities held 
in the available-for-sale portfolio; the positions have changed over time depending on the 
Firm's view of credit risk. 

CiO has a substantia! presence in the financial markets, and the breadth and depth of its 
activity has generally given CIO a good sense of the market, with strong market contacts and 
market intelligence. In particular in these credit products, CIO executed a significant volume 
in the market and therefore had deep access to market pricing and color. 

During January, February and through the first few weeks of March, CIO was buying, to add 
to existing positions, the risk of (i.e. selling credit protection) the following indices and 
tranches to reduce the short high yield credit risk position in the portfolio: 

• CDX Investment Grade North America Series 9, 10 year and 7 year. 

• ITraxx Main Series 9, 10 year and 7 year. 

In addition, on April 6, the business press began reporting on certain of these positions, 
providing other market participants with some level of information regarding the Firm's 
positions and activity. 


' GO also has a North America credit portfolio, but that portfolio does not include synthetic credit positions and 
therefore is not subject to this review. 
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in Apri!^ market activity and market prices for these a-edit derivatives changed significantly 
and a number of unusual trends were observed. Including: 

• The difference between cost of protection on investment grade indices and high 
yield indices in Europe and North America reduced significantly. 

• The difference between cost of protection on short dated risk and long dated risk in 
a number of indices increased significantiy. For a number of indices the cost of 
protection on the index moved inconsistently with the prices of protection on 
various tranches of the index. For example, for the iTRaxx Main Series 9 10 year 
during April: 

o Spread moves for the index itself implied some increase in losses due to 
increased correlation within the index, 
o Price moves in the super senior tranche implied losses due to very much 
larger increases in correlation within foe index, 
o Price moves in the more junior tranches implied limited increases in 
correlation. 

^These trends began to emerge in late March, but developed and became much more 
significant in April. 

These changes have been unusual compared to the historical relationship between 
investment grade and high yield indices, as well as the relationship between index and 
tranche exposures. Due to the complexity and the size of the Firm's positions, the effect of 
these changes, in conjunction with other market factors, on the estimated fair value of the 
Firm's positions has been significandy negative during April. As noted throughout this 
memo, relatively small variations In price can have a relatively large impact on the estimated 
fair value of the entire portfolio, given the size of the Firm's positions. 

Size of Position Data 

The following table provides the absolute notional amounts (in USD) of these positions at 
various dates. 


Table 1: Notional amount of CIO positions 


ITRAXX 

COXlO 

CDXHY 

ITRAXX XO 

ITRAOCriNSUB 

CDXICDX 

ITRAXXFINSEN 

SOVXWE 

Total 




76.235.846.930 97.646.010.020 

6220.481.028 

8.123,572.169 4,610.806.419 

i5.2C7,e01,CCO) <42714i59.t»05 f7,0i7,111.C0C) 


(2224.880.000) 

1.SS6.414.686 


(2.191.630,000) 

1.626.6S1.611 

C79.91O,OD0) 


13.079,330.000} 

1.796.688.575 

{i4C,7c-e.oce!i 


50.997.179.266 _«,611,293.ra8 



84.767,067,520 
(7,7:-iS.SSr.4,'‘.T! 
(0669.96 1), 600) 
ft.11£.G4C.(;C.C) 
1.796.086.575 

73.150.000 

46.665.000 
156,944,227,652 


1WpM2 
118,606,911,661 
56.054.146,920 
(7.Sft?,9/4 9:«) 
(S.rS8.4KS.SC0) 
(2., 080,380, COO; 
1,796,008,575 
100.706,250 
46.665,000 
158,129,707,994 
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Table 2: CIO's share of market votume 


The following table compares the absolute notional amount of CIO's transactions in selected 
indices and to the absolute notional of street-wide transactions, in order to provide a sense 
of the relative size of CIO's activity in the market for the first four months of 2012. This data, 
as well as similar data from 2011, demonstrates two key points: 1) prior to late March 2012, 
CIO was a substantia! participant in these credit markets, and 2) even without CIO's 
involvement (throughout these periods and in April after CIO substantially reduced its 
activity), the remaining street volume was substantial. 


fTRAXX SERIES 9 7Y 


Month 

era Notional Traded 

• StreetVoiiime 

• cra'% 

Jan-12 

$ 

993.000,000 

$ 6.181,250.000 

16% 

Feb-12 


4,751,750,000 

9.754,250.000 

49% 

Mar-12 


775.000,000 

8,325,375.000 

9% 

Apr-12 


487.500,000 

5.004.150,000 

10% 

Total 

S 

7,007.250,000 

$ 29.265,025.000 


iTRAXX EUROPE SERIES 9 10Y 

Month 

era Notional Traded 1 

Street Volume 

CIO % ' 

Jan-12 

$ 

11,769,250,000 

$ 26,758,710,300 

44% 

Feb-12 


7,244,900.000 

15.205,250,000 

48% 

Mar-12 


6,601.250.000 

13.806,250.000 

48% 

Apr-12 


338.750,000 

5,570.925,000 

6% 

Tola! 

$ 

25,954.150,000 

$ 61,341,135,300 


ITRAXX EUROPE SERIES 16 5Y 



Month 

CIO Notional Traddd 

StroetVolume 

CfO% 

Jan-12 

$ 

26.440.500.000 

$ 206,771.511,713 

13% 

Feb-12 


36,359.500.000 

216,991,198,801 

17% 

Mar-12 


26,075,000,000 

199,058,170,509 

13% 

/^r-12 


25,000,000 

13,785,754,578 

0% 

Total 

S 

88,900.000,000 

$ 636,606,633,601 


CDX.NA.IG.9 7Y 

. Month 

CIO Notional Traded 

Street Volume 

cio% -i 

Jan-12 

$ 

7,091,500,000 

$ 55,936.345,841 

13% 

Feb-12 


8,387,000,000 

48,791,460,000 

17% 

Nter-12 


2,017,000,000 

41.738.540.328 

5% 

Apr-12 


256,000.000 

23.310,200.000 

1% 

Total 

$ 

17.751,500,000 

$ 169.776.546.169 


CDXNAIG.9 10Y 




Month 

• vCIQ Notional Traded 

Street Volume. ' 

CI0% 

Jan-12 

$ 

28.528,000,000 

$ 83.065.700.000 

34% 

Feb-12 


20.032.000.000 

48.049.133.456 

42% 

Mar-12 


9,819,500,000 

72.016,977.456 

14% 

Apr-12 


677.000.000 

31.722.763.000 

2% 

Total 

$ 

59.056,500.000 

$ 234.854,573,912 



Note: April data extends to April 26, 2012. 
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Given the site of the Firm's portfolio and the nature of the positions, the portfolio is 
sensitive to small changes In credit spreads. At March 31, 2012, the sensitivity to a 1 basis 
point move in credit spreads across the Investment grade and high yield spectrum was 
approximately ($84) million, including ($134) million from long risk positions, offset by $50 
million from short risk positions. 

11. JPMorgan Chase Fair Value Measurement Policy 

General 

Fair value is the price to sell an asset or transfer a liability in the principal (or most 
advantageous) market for the asset or Habiltty (an exit price). The sale or transfer assumes 
an orderly transaction between market participants. 

Data Sources and Adjustments 

Valuation techniques used to measure the fair value of an asset or liability maximize the use 
of observable inputs, that Is, inputs that reflect the assumptions market participants would 
use in pricing the asset or liability develo|>ed based on market data obtained from 
independent sources. Valuations consider current rharket conditions and available market 
information and will, therefore, represent a market-based, not firm-specific, measurement. 

Where available, quoted market prices are the principal reference point for establishing fair 
value. Market quotations may come from a variety of sources, but emphasis is given to 
executable quotes and actual market transactions (over indicative or similar non-binding 
price quotes), in certain circumstances valuation adjustments (such as liquidity adjustments) 
may be necessary to ensure that financial instruments are recorded at fair value. 

Bid — offer spread and position size 

As further described in US GAAP Accounting Standards Codification Topic 820 Fair Value 
Measurement (“ASC 820"'), the objective of a fair value measurement Is to arrive at an 
appropriate exit price within the bid - offer spread, and ASC 820 notes that mid-market 
pricing may (but is not required to) be used as a practical expedient. 

S20-10-35-36C "If an asset or a liability measured at fair value has a bid price and 
an ask price (for example, an input from a dealer market), the price within the 
bid-ask spread that is most representative of fair value in the circumstances shall 
be used to measure fair value regardless of where the input is categorized within 
the fair value hierarchy (that Is, Level 1, 2, or 3). TTie use of bid prices for asset 
positions and ask prices for liability positions is permitted but is not required." 

820-10-35-36D "This Topic does not preclude the use of mid-market pricing or 
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other pricing conventions that are used by market participants as a practical 
expedient for fair value measurements within a bid-ask spread." 

Effective Ql 2012, size-based adjustments are explicitly not allowed for cash instruments 
held by a firm. However, US GAAP continues to permit size-based adjustments for 
derivatives portfolios if an election is made to do so. Under its current business and risk 
management strategy, the Firm has not made such a portfolio election for this CIO portfolio, 
and so evaluates the value of its positions without specific consideration of their overall size. 

Cut-off and Timing 

US GAAP is not prescriptive regarding market close and timing of valuation. As an 
operational matter, the Firm allows desks in different regions to mark their books as of the 
close in that region, and requires that these cut-off practices be applied consistently. 

III. CIO Valuation Process 

Background 

CIO’s valuation process reflects how and to whom CIO would exit positions by typically 
seeking price quotes from the dealers with whom CIO would most frequently transact and 
with whom CIO would seek to exit positions, rather than looking for more broad based 
consensus pricing from a wide variety of dealers not active in these credit markets. In that 
regard, CIO's valuation process is consistent with that of a non-dealer investor/manager. 

CIO necessarily uses Judgment to identify the point within the bid-offer spread that best 
represents the level at which CIO reasonably believes it could exit its positions, considering 
available broker quotes, market liquidity, recent price volatility and other factors. 

As noted below, CIO's evaluation of valuation adjustments has been based on market 
liquidity for the positions, rather than on the absolute size of CIO's positions. In the normal 
course of business, CIO will continue to review its valuation practices in light of its current 
risk management and exit strategies to ensure its valuation practices continue to represent 
CIO's estimate of exit price. 

Front Office Mark Process 

The main source of information for pricing comes from the Bloomberg messages (pricing 
runs distributed by the dealers). Where available the desk collects them for ail indices and 
tranches. 
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Then depending on the product and availability of information the following processes are 
followed: 

• For index products: 

o "On the run" indices (i.e. most recent series, 5y point); as these are the 
most liquid instruments, the front office typically uses the dealer runs. 

o "Off the run" indices: Front office looks at bid-offer spreads, volumes, 

recent price changes and recent transaction data, and the front office mark 
is established at an appropriate price within the bid-offer. 

• For tranche products: 

o For liquid tranches: front office computes the best-bid/best-ask using the 
dealers' runs - the tranche is then marked using the mid of this 'best' 
market. 

o For illiquid tranches: front office looks at bid-offer spreads, volumes, recent 
price changes, relevant index prices, and recent transaction data, and the 
front office mark is established at an appropriate price within the bid-offer. 

Ttming of Valuation 

CIO's valuation policy, consistent with the Firm's policy, is to value its positions as of the 
dose of business in the relevant region. Although the broker quotes CIO receives are 
generally consistent with that timing, other data sources may provide data using different 
timing, as follows: 


Source 

Timing 

Broker quotes 

As received 

Markib'Totem - NA indices and tranches 

New York close 

Markit/Totem - EM EA indices and tranches 

London close 

iCE - NA indices 

30 minutes before New York close 

ICE - EMEA indices 

30 minutes before London dose 


VCG Independent Process 

VCG independently price tests the front office marks at each month end and determines 
necessary adjustments to arrive at fair value forthe purposes of the US GAAP books and 
records. The remainder of this section describes this process. 

A. Pricing data sources 

C!0 VCG obtains prices from third parties as follows: 

• Markit/Totem^ - an independent service that provides prices for a wide range of 
products derived from the inputs provided by a number of financial institutions. 

^ Markit and Totem are within the same group. Markit provides data the credit derivative indices, while Totem 
provides data for the tranche risk of those indices. 
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• Dealer Quotes - Prices from major broker dealers for specific indices and tranches 
of those indices. 

• VCG must approve the sources for all market prices and other parameters as being 
reliable and applicable. 

CIO VCG also looks to actual prices at which QO has executed recent transactions as an 
additional source of market information. 


The following is a list of the dealers CIO VCG obtains quotes from on a regular basis for 
indices and tranches In which they have a reasonable level of activity: 


• Citi 

■ Deutsche Bank 

• Credit Suisse 

• HSBC 


Goldman Sachs 
JPMorgan (IB) 

Royal Bank of Scotland 
Barclays 


• Morgan Stanley 

• BNP Paribas 

• Nomura 

• BofA/Merrill Lynch 


These dealer quotations are received from a standing solicitation for price estimates for 
index and tranche positions. The number of dealer quotes received in any particular 
month generally ranges from 1-4, and is based primarily on which dealers choose to 
provide quotes that period. 

B. Deriving the best estimate of mid-market price (VCG mid-market price) for price testing 
purposes 

indices: 

• For the more liquid indices, typically the on the run indices, VCG utilizes Markit as its 
primary source for the CIO VCG mid-market price. VCG will also took to broker 
quotes, but generally finds there to be limited differences to Markit data. 

• For the less liquid indices, CIO VCG again uses Markit data as the primary source of 
independent data. However, given the reduced liquidity of these indices dealer 
quotes sourced by the front office are also used. Differences between the Markit 
data and the broker quotes are investigated, for example by reviewing actual levels 
of trading activity. The CIO VCG mid-market price is determined using the 
combination of the Markit data, broker quotes and actual trades executed by CIO. 

Tranches; 

• CIO VCG uses broker quotes as the primary source of data for determining the CIO 
VCG mid market prices for the tranches positions. CIO VCG also obtains consensus 
prices from Totem from the Investment Bank^ (JPM iB), However, CIO VCG uses the 


The Investment Bank obtains these as it contributes as a dealer to the Totem consensus prices. 
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broker quotes, with less reliance on TOTEM data, due to the Firm's experience that 
the tranches tend to be less liquid than the indices and for any given position, only 
2-3 dealers tend to be active in that tranche. Therefore, CiO VCG believes that the 
broker quote process is appropriately focused on the more active dealers for those 
tranches. This emphasis on broker quotes also reflects CIO's likely exit strategy, 
which is more likely to be with specific dealers active in these tranches. Where there 
are significant differences between broker quotes and TOTEM, CIO VCG will 
investigate the reasons for such differences, for example, by looking at the levels at 
which CiO has actually executed transactions, to validate the Integrity of the broker 
quotes received. 

C. Estimating the range of fair value utilizing price testing thresholds 

• Price testing thresholds are commonly used in valuation to account for reasonable 
degrees of variance between valuation data obtained from different sources. 

• These thresholds are generally established to represent normal bid-offer spreads for 
each product, with the goal of ensuring that the final mark used by the Firm is 
within the range of bid-offer spread after applying these thresholds. 

• Price testing thresholds may be determined on a variety of bases (e.g,, volatility of 
parameter, market depth and liquidity and pricing service spreads). 

• CIO VCG is responsible for establishing the price testing thresholds used. 

The tolerance thresholds were consistent from 12/31/11 to 3/31/12. 

0. Determining a book price 

• The CIO VCG mid-market price plus/minus the price testing threshold set by CIO 
VCG per instrument {the VCG valuation range) is compared to the front office mark. 
If the front office mark is outside the VCG valuation range, the position mark is 
adjusted to the outer boundary of the range. Within the VCG valuation range front 
office marks may be used without adjustment. 

• Irrespective of threshold levels, any difference between front office mark and the 
mid-market price may be adjusted, at CIO VCG's discretion. 

• CIO VCG has not historically adjusted front office marks directly to Markit/Totem 
spreads/prices for the less liquid indices and tranches because: 

0 Given its level of activity in the market, CIO has large amounts of specific 
transaction data that should be considered in determining fair value, 
o CIO has observed that broker quotes are indicative prices that are relevant 
to the valuation process, in addition to the consensus prices provided by 
Markit/Totem. 

■ Based on CIO experience, CIO believes that the broker quotes 
received better reflect executable prices, and therefore represent 
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important market data that should be given priority where 
available. 

■ CIO's experience is that not ail dealers participating in the Totem 
process are active in the relevant products and that obtaining direct 
dealer quotes from the more active dealers for a particular product 
may better reflect executable prices. 

Q Markit/Totem prices are based on quotes by market makers acting in that 
capacity. CIO, like other non-dealer investors/managers, is not a market- 
maker and it does not contribute to the Markit/Totem service. Furthermore, 
in the case of Totem the resulting data is accessible only to market makers 
who contribute to that service. 

o CiO has observed that the business valuation cut-off time may differ from 
the data provided by Markit^otem. The combination of intra-day price 
moves on the last day of the month and the difference between the time 
when Markit/Totem fixes and the Hme when CIO closes its books can result 
in pricing differences that while small from a price perspective, could be 
significant for such a large portfolio. 

• As additional analysis, ClOestimated that as of March 31, 2012, the sum total of the 
differences between the front office marks and the CIO VCG mid market estimates 
was $512 million before adjustment to the toundary of the VCG valuation range 
(considering price testing thresholds) and $495 million after adjustment. 

E. Apply necessary valuation adjustments 

• CIO applies valuation adjustments as appropriate for positions deemed to be less 
liquid. Generally, any on the run index (typically, the four most recent series) and 
associated tranches have been viewed to be liquid based on market activity, and 
appropriate front office and CIO VCG judgment. In addition, other indices and 
tranches continued to have sufficient market activity to be deemed liquid as of 
March 31, 2012 (for example, ITRAXX Main Series 9 indices and the CDX IG Series 9 
indices}. 

• As of March 31, CIO recorded liquidity valuation adjustments of $188 million for the 
following: 

o High yield -series 11 and prior indices and tranches. 

o investment grade - series 12 and prior, excluding series 9 index. 

■ CIO believes that the investment grade Series 9 index has generally 
traded similar to on the run positions because it is viewed as a 
market benchmark by investors. 

‘ • The liquidity adjustments for the series 9 tranches (both high yield and investment 

grade) were recorded as of March 31, 2012 to reflect the decline in market liquidity 
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by the end of the first quarter. The Incremental liquidity reserve of $155 million for 
series 9 investment grade tranches was applied for the first time at March 31 as a 
result of this decline in market acti^nty. 

• The liquidity reserve was calculated using CIO's standard liquidity reserve 
methodology and using spread volatility provided by JPM IB. This volatility varies by 
position in the capital structure, and is highest for equity tranches and lowest for 
super senior tranches: = (CS01| x square root {holding period] x [spread volatility 

o CSOl is the credit spread sensitivity to a 1 bps change in market spreads 
relative to position size 

o Holding period -JPM IB suggested max 120 days was used 
o Spread volatility - provided by JPM IB; varies by position in the capital 
structure, and is highest for equity tranches and lowest for super senior 
tranches. 

• As of March 31 a liquidity valuation adjustment was not recorded for the CDX North 
America Investment Grade and Itraxx Main Series 9 indices as each was viewed to 
be liquid. As noted in Table 2 above, trading volume in the Series 9 index continued 
to be relatively robust, including through April, without CIO activity in the market, 
and the volume of market activity excluding CIO has been substantial. 

• Details of all adjustments taken to arrive at the fair value for US GAAP books and 
records are included in Appendix A. 

F. Comparison to Industry Practice 

The Firm believes that Its valuation practices in CIO are consistent with industry 
practices for other non-dealer investors/managers. CIO, like other non-dealer 
Investors/managers, relies more heavily on transaction-level data available through Its 
own market activity, and its valuation process reflects its exit market and the 
participants in that market. In the normal course, the Firm evaluates its own business 
and risk management practices, and makes appropriate refinements to reflect its best 
estimates of fair value. 

G. Review of CIO 0.1 pricing information 

• CIO analyzed its pricing data as compared to other available market sources and the 
results are included in Appendix B. 

• As of the January, February and March month ends CIO compared its front office 
marks and final US GAAP book price for reasonableness to a combination of the 
Markit/Totem data, broker quotes and actual transaction data around the month 
end date. 

• There was evidence that actual transactions and broker quotes diverged from 
MarkitAotem prices in some cases. 

• CIO book marks on individual positions were generally within the bid offer spread. 
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• As additional analysis, CIO estimated the aggregate difference in the front office 
marks and the CiO VCG mid-market estimates. This difference {$512 million), less 
the price testing threshold adjustment of $17mm and iess the liquidity reserve of 
$188mm, was approximately $307 million as of March 31, 2012, compared to the 
gross value of derivative receivables and payables of approximately $8 billion. 

IV. Conclusions 

• CIO believes that its marks as of March 31, 2012 represents CIO's estimate of its exit 
price as of that date. 

• In the context of its gross marks (approximately $8 billion of derivative receivables and 
$8 billion of derivative payables across CIO's portfolio}, intra-day price volatility, and 
CIO's transaction data, CIO believes that it has made reasonable judgments regarding 
the prices within in the bid-offer spread that best represent CIO's exit price. 

• The CiO valuation process is documented and consistently followed period to period. 

• Market-based information and actual traded prices serve as the basis for the 
determination of fair value. 

• CIO's book value, including the valuation adjustments, at March 31 2012 for the index 
and tranche credit derivatives portfolio is within the range of reasonable fair values for 
such instruments. 

We have shared this memo with PricewaterhouseCoopers; they concur with the conclusions 
reached herein. 
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Appendix A - March 31, 2012 Position Marks 


The following table provides the notional amount and feir values of the Firm's positions as of March 31, 
2012, including the following: $17 mm tolerance level adjustments, $33 mm liquidity adjustment, and 
$155 incremental liquidity adjustment. 


(Note; subsequent CtO analysis noted that the required tolerance adjustment should have been $12 million, but the following 


schedule provides detail of the original $17 million estimate.) 
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Appendix B - CIO Price Testing Data 

The following tables set out valuation estimates of various sources, as well as the final CIO price 

recorded books and records for the most significant positions within the portfolio. The table also 

includes notionals for the positions and whether CIO is long or short the risk of the index/tranche (i.e. 

whether it has sold or purchased credit protection respectively). 

The following observations were noted: 

• For all selected positions the front office marks were within the bid offer spread indicated by the 
broker quotes except for the iTraxx Main IDX S09 07Y. 

o This was a result of a front office data input error that was identified and adjusted by VCG to 
the outer boundary, in accordance with the VCG price testing protocol. (The value 
difference between the original front office mark and the intended mark was approximately 
$20 million, and the difference between the CIO book value and the intended mark was less 
than $1S million). 

• CIO VCG spreads/prices correspond to Markit/Totem data for the liquid indices and reflect the 
broker mids for illiquid indices and tranches. 

• There are a number of instances where the broker-mid spreads/prices diverge from the 
Markit/Totem data. 

• There are a numberof instances where the CIO transaction data in appendix C show that actual 
traded spreads/prices diverge from Markit/Totem data in similar time periods. For example: iTraxx 
Main IDX Series 16 5 year at February month end, and COX High Yield Series 10 7 year 10-15% 
tranche at January month-end. 

• Average traded prices in the few days surrounding month-end are directionally consistent with the 
point in the bid offer spread in which the positions have been marked by CiO, as shown by Appendix 
C. In general, the front office marks, subject to liquidity adjustments, used for CiO books and records 
reflect information derived from numerous data sources available to CIO front office, rather than 
relying solely on any one single factor. For example: 

o Recent transaction data (same-day and recent day actual trades) may in some cases be 
viewed to provide more relevant and reliable information regarding current exit prices (see 
additional observations below). 

o In some cases, differences between CIO book values and other market information such as 
Totem/Markit are created because of liming differences between the close of CIO's books 
and the close of the Totem/Markit data (see additional observations below). 

• in certain cases, CIO executed trades on the last day of the month at a price that is different than 
Totem (and in several cases, was between the Totem value and the CiO book price). See table 
below for information as of March 31, 2012 (including average traded prices on March 30, 2012): 
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CDX.NAHY l'5-2S%‘siO 6'^ 
CDXNAHY15-25% S11 05Y 
CDXNAHYIDXS11 07Y 
CDXNAiG 0-3% S09 10Y 
iTraxx-Main 0-3% S09 10Y 
ilraxscMain IDXS09 07Y 
iTraJO-Main IDXS09 10Y 


Totom CIO Books 

“'92.607^ 93“326 

03.108 83,605 

101.250 101.066 

63.219 62.869 

66.202 65.993 

129.000 122.657 

149.000 144250 


* executed tranche reference trades, not stand-alone traded prices 


Traded 

'''93.T25 

03,375 

101.750 

63250 

66,313 

129.000 

149.000 


• The difference between the various data points {FO, Broker prices, and Totem) are relatively 
insignificant on a price basis, when evaluated in context of: 

o Daily price volatility - the following table shows that for most of the tested positions, the 
price difference between the Totem price and the CIO book price is less than the average 
daily price change during recent months. 



March price 
difference 



Totem - CIO 

Jan 

Feb 

Mar 

Apr 

CDXIG Main Series 9 (7Yr) 

2.00 

2.05 

2.00 

1.90 

2.06 

CDXIG Main Series 9 (lOYr) 

225 

2.87 

1.73 

2.00 

226 

CDXHYIOO Series 11 {7Yr) 

0.62 

0.35 

0.31 

0.29 

029 

CDXHYIOCI Series 14{5Yr) 

025 

0.30 

0.30 

0,28 

028 

CDXHYIOO Series 15(5Yr) 

0.25 

0.30 

0.33 

0.32 

0.33 

iTraxxMain IDXS16 5Y 

1.88 

3.74 

322 

3,00 

4.05 

iTraxxMain IDXS09 07Y 

6.34 

4.42 

329 

3.22 

4,31 

tTra»cMaln IDXS09 10Y 

4.75 

424 

3.17 

3.54 

4.24 

Intraday price volatility - the following table shows three representative series and the 

maximum, minimum and mean prices during the day on March 31, 2012. 



max 



\affaton 

%ofm«an 

CDXIG Series 18 5 Y 

93.000 

90.750 

91.910 

2.250 

2,4% 

CDXHY Sedas 18 5Y 

97.188 

96.750 

96.950 

0.438 

0,5% 

iTrawcMain Series 17 5Y 

127.625 

122.750 

125.115 

4.875 

3.9% 


o Potential timing differences - CIO EMEA closes its books at the close of business in London, 
while some of the comparative market data is as of the close of business in New York. This 
timing difference may result in differences in reported prices. 


For example, the market price on March 31, 2012 at 4 pm London time for the CDX 
IG Series 18 5 year was 92.88, and the market price at 9 pm (NY close) was 91.25, a 
1.75% difference from the London close. 
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Appendix C - CIO Transaction Data 
The following tables set out the following; 

• 'SIZE (week ending)' - The average traded volume for the relevant week. 

• 'AVG PRICE (week ending)' - The average price at which CIO executed its transactions during the 
relevant week. 


For relevant observations, please refer to appendix B. 
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A: Market Risk Governance of Level 1 and 2 Limits and Thresholds 



Levet2lirdb 

Thresholds 


Levels firm. LOB. Sub-LOe 

InitalLimrt Approval LlmitreaueUor ainJcorrespondlng 

■ LOB. 5lA>-LOB. Desk 

■ Lent tequeaor and conespondlng 

■ LOB, Slib-LOB. Desk 

■ Lknil lequeslor and corresponding 


level up 'K orgtnizefion awrove; 
approval pocumented 

approval documented 

documenled approval required 


E>ceB£iapactx>ne euaineaa Unit mutt take imnactiala 

ttept toward reducing ns eipoauie to 

■ BusinessUniInHJSitakeinunediale 
Mps toward reducing ilsekpoaure to 

a Not required W lake action to bring 
ulkizallan within Threshold, no 


Approval is granted by ai Grvitois 
and Grantees otlMlB 

Approval is grantad by sfl Grantors 
and Grantees of knits 

requimd 


Excessisn nollficallon Reported <r> Friday Risk peck and 

w Reported in Friday Risk pack and 

■ Reported In Limitn'meshold 



teal approver via email 



Number in place ■ Approiimalely 100 

■ Aopconmitely 270 
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I requestto j?iy|feTt<3n ih?T;©a 5 © lrt the CSOi because, aftfer k^y.ak^^ 
statement^ I need tq^coyersome i;fef3Ult risks^and thusi neBil to ^eil' 
more protection on ^'fid Matn to ^alaitce::the dinect^dnafity of tde-dook, 
I.here.tift the fimit In CSpl 


TO 3av|ef 1 wrfte at fthO? 


. X' Witheed d'n {ncriea'te Ih fhp X^01 fiftiit ik OrOerto ^dt/cg tiWdn'^ls. 

■ <dhd setih^bdokfdr's'sfpoptherp'^pad).. 


■ Tardcdrredply doritfaid.ed by diaipreyei^is-ikefrpTTj'-ftayln^' 

. a .dffceotcorryeixi^^^^^^ 


This fs due to the curneht ekposure we have now on Oefeu/feS /n VS -RY .( We irtay 
lose money on defaults now because i cannot:add katte ,. 
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Keith finds that we alJow the IB td heTre^ of an RWA that Is below 

their regulatory fidor^ I suspect thfs.is.why jiiy ovvn RVVA IS So hl^ 

yes gufie cGnyenierit'^to. sjt on the calyi&i .i^-.pmhg stuck to -the /oof 


Senti 27 January 20X2 J3(04;' 

.Tor /#s5an,-fefr?Cik^:S> ./fe#/y ,B;^6 W‘ 7 
Subject:- FWi Revised FJo0rcap'i9f^ .y/e-iiata 


. - Jhtp’estih'g -split- 


From:,Steph3n, Keftti 

Sent; 27 January2D12 :2:Si&2: ■ 

ToyHartm-ATtajOf JavterX ' /■■■■ 

Subject: FW:keV!Sed0opr^f0'^jtffy/^ d^^ - ’ 


30/B3./2O12 

i InCreaseithe GSPI and this Causes worries although the x«»/pcsbi is very 

behlrig 

.,T'oJavier'at-'ii;h.57..i''- 

tfi& fJSdt h 0 $teach^d i3rSM a^eippfc is p/j/>rmarg?na/;p op in 

;ijd% CSpitiffhetrtirt^ 


''ih''.ti)e>rp€knW7j'e the-pbbk:s&fLp^Hd0 IbjnpFotectfbnJh th0Wb'!^t-£a:stforll}k 
■- gr6up:nh-0/$ptead.-iVldenfng. , 


''£iqSt:.^arjtedio]pKjou-howjtfapk:sMf(ei;t'i^tko'n-fWs'i$0o^^ 
■shpuld..be tp'l?e-^neutrs} \vf^^ , • . • • 





30/ 01/2012 : Month end and I haye tb report a loss J I Hlgttllsht jriy 
Inability to neatly preventthe series.9 forwards to drlft agalrisf Usi 


To. Javier at Wb42 


.^e.haveio idssip^pjdpnit}g:tO!c(ayj0d^:J^she^^ the'Jbpok'-tias. 

along riskdias, . V-' • 
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W$ get closer' bot € 31 ^ dsy the de&Jers repofiiJnf&fabJe f gnsf wider 
quotes.andtbfst'ostbs. ..... 

To trade ttierpis:co$tlyap<;ileads,tQinqreasein Tiobpnals, 

We TjWei^ctme evJdeg^B WstgQtJXunt&paf^^^ . 

Message Id Evan where 1 highliSht Ihfi rhaj^jriai drawdow 

■T'knowthTs.- 

Now'lsee thB reply frqm ToJ^ and I^e-Hbw.differentmd.alieb thfs.book is rrj 

the-WtrmtsetVp. Notthfft I:^disCQy0^ itW^W’^-i^eethatyowtry to remoye^^^^^ 
ambiguities here. ■ . 


I just provide my thoughts. on thtsfoattsT^^ all ihs more so .as:tf:iebObk-.hs.s-ei - 
■matepaf -drawdown Whlchin my view should only bB:{:ured m-a rpn-.off'-tnode, -l 
guess.lhayeSrespdn^bili'^hemmd 

4tf3cft/j)onts*^t 7 ^ ‘ 

• //T?aoeP 0 J.pno • ii7KB) : . 


Again ib .Javier for Month end lSh24 

Sb i/fe:M/ho/e .sfreef /rertsi/s fratriingandZ tried..,, same story ad dy^r thje 
bookparts. . 

TOvJayler''i^6pn':after;».tlgh3t3: ■' 

'-qf^0u evat}able.fdre call? ..•. ,••' 


■ ■^ehti.30.29auMrY]2pi2XS-^^ ■ >' 

; Tb'rjksH/- Bruno M .... ..• 

• '^ubjectiMe^ so the khQ^estireethei^-ls.h-amfhg 'e^^^ sa'rfie-'Stoi^y.aif over 

the:b'e>'pkpai1:s: ; .. , .. •'•..■•■,•••• 


■tePgkeep trying torfm'mw ■^■pgtlencajs--.pbfng-.tgbe--n-eed'edp^^^^ 

'■.again-.,,: ■' .■■' ■ .. •' 


frdrhj Xksll, .Btvho ^ ' 
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■Sent: Monday f January fM ■ 
-To-;' Ma.rtloMf 

isfliiin tSS; dffy3d/®i/2Sii 2 i^ 


Tg Javier 


th'ere is more loss coming ini^ore cr&^it h&0k 

} recTco/74<^e/rave anof??er;-St?^ coming:ff&tf CD^ J{39 ^posure. The, guys have. a-, 
hug^e skew trade on andiheymlf d^safi ipssmpi:^ 0S we .do. J ^lnk J should ... 
tak& the painiast over ton^monUr. T'haveined tut itWiJiiOt move:. they have 
moved some of ttmse trades . Out tt.BOA tut. BPiPt C5FB and BARCLAYS . go for. the 
fight.lt ispomdessin my view to go. for a fight: We will roll down and recover the 

■2ahl3' 

akthayreallypash against oufposM9n$Mdi^;^yetywiiere.:thefeis_tnorepafnt^^^^^ 
come in HYtoo i a Jot af capital caimes^ack'.Lnte.baisispndskey/ frdddSf.ican see 
a bad. sceoam here whers spmads Mf 'idm snd.gpysdQ iy^'0:!ongflsk Wtnfake 
basis ar^s with a.dearish view on Wedpi hajpe'sl .Hereiweshbtiid'Sisp. sdWngand 
take foil pain ■: / see 50m ccminp jn JCS as't tnerrppnn^ ahd.ahqt^p'rSp.m-'ia.^Y. 

Zlh48 I explain a bit more whatlsee and under^tanid 


they, use ttie diffetenh'di hehiveeh single hames and indices ;;i usiially^ single 
■ ' names trades wider than ips^ces ip 


41ong.fiski^pdsurB ■ 

'Sffnply.hec^u$e we . have sold ptvte'cdQnaif ^^ 

..t^k^.thie-dase'afTij^\dQrve.f 

injSSy Pesad's'e gfiRADlAN and MBIA presence . that haye both .high .Upjrpnt SJligfB' ' 
.nam • ' 

23hl8... a differentsubjectd^ apparently 

:KIM Js-r^nnthp We-JiY- ihSey ffadln^^^ In JP lB /yeW Ypik^atid-hp Wp.ufff • 
■p^:tpikn6w.Pf}Sdihr thefMs.&Qingoppditurdty fdrhffhh'etp^:^^^^^ , - : 

■.Yor.k-'of'tdn'doh'. . . 


: tMdpht;g^aypphe-pdpi.d:iiy'tome0twi^-y6Tj ." 

' irifprrndily:./ '' •' .. , , ' 


i ^Hfi^vyye/y.y'bon^.iancfVe^'t^Terit^; ' 
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:Let/Tr^!j(now. if^du can fis' Mil;p'e't- jn 0ntac 

31/01/2012 i j&TS/ipw/iig Op arid I 

exp/am tri arid. on 

■fivA GOiT'e-iboC'ifpWd/^iyd ' 

Isent thiswemo to d0)Wes aftfatf rif Me &raff triQ^ngfJa'ifi 'trav^liitig 
•/onddn todaj.'^ 

-t'-r-<^rjgtnal Message .- ,'';'''.-;"..'.r,,.-''.- 

Fromi.-IksiJf' Bruno M 
Sent} Tuesday, January 3Tr-2012 
-Toi Macns; Aobilks Oj^^ 

Sub/ect/'.-Fw-;- Core book p&/ drawdo^n/andpiaig &(ppsiJre.s. 


from? Iksil Btyno fmai((0iblk^l'Z&M 


Redact^ by the Permanent 
Snbconimittecon investigatioiu 


The book mrren^rwnyeys3Stiort.Tisk exposure 

£Xpasure,in ig mdices.series 9;( both itDxaind'ita^). 7]^/s ej^pbsurf 63/ari£)^ 
jurrtpto-<defyult risk cf the bdok ■' rre v/ou)d .foserpdpey pow, pp-^. dtfauk’jn -us hy ' 
■and make money If the defaultPceuTS in ig worfd.. One pan 'Stirpitta.iize.theinet ■'. 
exposureas ithe bookhds s buWsh ffatteners ^Ib ipand aSedrish-steepmef^^ . 
' us h 


3!l/^i/2012<. upd^te.i thingrjQGt Worse again 

dk they keep playing gafnes In J^axxjipw.j will show up/brsmalf'in the 'hope ive 
:<3njlrn'itihepafh. •...•' •■ - •’' 


esTqJCS9^'thfhgs%pkMd^hdtl^^fi.n0tAdfly^^^^ '■ 


/ wait for Hya'nd-'wkfkeep ybo /ri t/re-./oop When / have a fth'af hdiftb'er. 


. I went ISO and, advised, that We. set the bopk^r-fong -hsk carry ihp dme 
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we v^ork':out the PNLtoriBakddv^ 
■'^What--^e:can'-tio:.- 

To.lavieir .w22h08... 

■ l^-P^hteak'dawh 


Wp-^wk^'MqVf^ i^ie PB^'pet bl6<:k^p^^enif'($aiiy,-f\e\f/ir^(^0, 
iitimpre^mrforyistdSi^itn-s]3hs^ ' 

ThBfoss-jn<iirectiQnaiit^i^mesfftifTfih4i^ify'i!i'f^^ 
i^4es is du& to the fight and sprfie-^piiitionat ipng risk 

good t^psltfe-jil- 


2/2/2012 : 1 send to Javier and updaleid pre? where t highlighttb 
potential further loss of 300M from a cun'ent lo^.Qt 

TQJayietl2h50 

here is latest vjefsipn df the pr^drttatioh 

Tifid'^essage hasFeeti arctilved, ^ 1\ 


m ■■ 


3/2/20£2 V cbiif calf with lha.« ^he slltlbis era fertiovbd and the focus 
is .puti3h the risk manageiiKflit.art(l the trade attrac^eness at Javier's 
reg^u'est 


^otf wifls^ tdPf idie hdTTtber df sffderjs-^ -tthppghtifjh: 

.■preseniatton:Shbtjld /^ave some e/rnex s£/i?.JLCCJfr7n7e/?t p/7^iJ?ef^rVevr 017 
-siides>-difRcuitto$dmmante.. 



CONFIDENTIAL TREATMENT REQUESTED BY 
J.P. MORGAN CHASE & CO. 


JPM-CiO-PSI 0021889 



720 


.l0/2/2.0i2» tbe new ma fisut^^;Ar«r<(^tfof month «nd and there is an 
increase.. I try to explain that theidecompression trade HY Xover versus 
XG adds nationals and thcrefQi^^a)3.Nal ci>lnsiimpti0n.. That mp^ Of this Is 
due to RESCAP and KODAK defau!^ 


To Pat Haganv^rid iJaMler i{lKi2: 


• fieilo Pal;'. 


■HerelswhatriS‘:fidppenin9l^'efe/fy^ppytph^9!sl4y3nGta^e&aia<}n 

since Redcap eyentrw& had^ii^^ 

Jufien.-l 


I soidrisk in-'fiYdh and pdfjgptrii^k irf'XS^^ 3ndltj^)0(- 

.wai'n M.,:Wdlnt3ln1dg Qiir'io%^oiadd5Q%-^Ol airp6st ffatto:0gh'ti^^^^^ 
f Lease /rOf/ce that the f ^ 


X3/2/20X2<> rescaQ:ofriciaily files, vre takera hit again viiii dUr longs while' 
the market rallies overall in HY nnd We taKe angthd^ hitifirorn that,. 

TQ fhewhole lSMG committee and iNA pfewlZhSD ... / 

$ept:13Fabrastir-'W2'^-2:.49' •■•■■'.. 

:fp: 0f-ew/ Tn^ 

subject: Cora cr&'dit/b.pQkP^LddY^ dv'^r tha la^^ 


bSpruptcy'^r'fiescap.lhe.Syr^Sfndysddg 

-fnar^thdii'$0^dP^.d}:fe we Ipst oo oprsPpii7iskppsitfon$.^^fl'4-to-^^ • ... 

[ 'n0f0stpdpurfgng;iisk...,y. y.. y:. .! 


. To JaVier 17K49rr.ithe problems wb'rseii 

we fepprta lass, today.-dae tp compress/on bf by apdxovet spreads Veip'us iij 
■ sprePds'l eur&pempstJy buVStOQj,-' 


Msat0:pphVsi^Jhptoy?0fi($:0p'si0PcedMiS'Mn1cM^ 
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.trjo.nW/.end dqwriw'ard. 


T/je -Car/y-^ta/iSviftayyng (-th.e^ddicyd0yj:a^ 

whMthe.compv^sSori orttveh1tlJs'Sprfi.^'ii^^^‘^lir^}<xj . ’ 




14/2/20 12... the drift against our positioins continue 


}^e'keep[aS(m^}ed0ngjQ^'eii^ IstheiJS hye^dity' 

; tranche gtD}ip_ ipwn i ppts dMt 9 f 3ny.p00C.npy^-S or single narpe Vnoy e. 


Also som&pi^e, :]s pushing tlra ind^ spniada wtdpp intq p}§ London c/bse, .. 
€spec!afly'%anddl.±p^pds^^ - . . ' 


: thpLurveSt^ndedip^^ffat^n bi^^ PPsnges'nnpderSuraib'^ 

%nvffrdsdid n(^ipghienwhlle:ttie-whQl^ 


15/2/201ti.i same iSsUe,. different face i7h56 


: - Y$iy.lotQi^^Pp 9 S§ssldp^y pgain Wereqdtd'^aidsshuftPk^^^^ . 

]■■[ fppMpt wdihiin&y^ ptp pds wpnt gp to gzpip apfjtfnt t up '^2ptS‘Up l^p;' • 

; : : ^ iayhapdds fn tp? }(QYsrfhdeXypB$i$sUedp 

; . 0h'd,pfft^y.sQld'oWjg ^e wTd^Jngrks:a,sufpfns^,hn . ,. • 

,' ^^P^^^-^de greetpheadOnesnU OT£y' 

16/.2/20.12.. 1 try tp reduce KVVA and Var as muc1i as 1 can in a bleeding 
•booic ' , ' 

tolavierOhSO 

. / ani »yofi^/b£F,€?bWOOvy^^e^ far and tnp^ ie on rv/a rn^'ngjnals pasad on'pafS 

y.rn'6deh i}iisdS:'d^e'fii^LMetpf'pUivPeys'^:i^ 


TamMsidng'.pfpgr^ssyn-^'e'^ USp'rfpk)P3t'.s-ffdtH,WPgurp out 
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■' i^e . . . ...• 

.' ^'dfSpi^’f'just-hsys'^^.^ "oi^tptg 

', th&'Wsrdi ' 



-From:- Martn-Ari^joyJavierX 
Sent;-^. 6 Febnjaiy. 20 - 12 i. 08 f 58 -y .- - : , 

toi Iksil, Brano-M. ■ . •- - 

^ui>JeeD -Her gore p'eh.0%2 


letls reviaw an manday witp fiattoD-tteffltbsg^ Wftajtpfite /tepo/fe^ pn 

.-actuals, ■ • • - -•• ..."■ 


-Fwmt tkst], Bruno. M 

S&it;- ThQrsday/^ febntdry. .- 

To: t^afttn-Aftajo, Javier X 

Subject: J^^apre-. credit boak^^PnL cpni^ebt for fft 


•ip/Z/2012 : 1;plan to update the iSMG ifleetlng about the core book as 
Plit dnft keeps sinking 


TO Andrew Perrymwn 4ihZ7 
:RWf$AA Wefek/jr Topics: Thursday 23^1 FtJtruafy iOiH 


'YtS:S‘ifa^h.sptT)e:Updata-. ^fp i^pa's.preserttat/Ori P? 
pgf/oe'etf 


• .F0m.f perryma/jr Andrew X. ■ 

' Ser7t:2BFebwarym.l2mtr 

■■ T^i<Bi'0mr Bri/iio fif/ bfmer/ .sndf xf^^dpef, rgipp ij- 

PQfyi^rtnQj>6ufpS/ 

Ccr Mgrpn’tAi^jo} Javier ^yKalfm 


' Afease.iG0_n yQjyJajrTii^iHpbW 
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2:1/2/2012 new presentation I .strfss upon the pdtentia! that T see 
coming and . some features of Ue booW'te dimensipn alf these event 5 .>i|ke 
the bpok'is h.uge^but the market move is.^6t huge WtiTie the hit is Very 

•la.rg'e: 

..■to javlfet'aoti;.AndV»»-^lhSp'' . 


^J0ediQrr}0e-3neyf-pi)jh^'fmm4a^tprBSypr'Jnd.T 

l-theP&L:dr]ft/nfebni$tf}s!b<^Si^Sn{Mi^arjdsandshpWiJpf^^^^^ /. 

' , /"wyes^ent'' bldt^ of 

„ 2r'^e '^ss {of feBrUary is ipfebB 'a&oksBva poBkMy dips Bf 40“B0rn onfy 
■sU^ht-.dri'{^f)ysrs't}:{ri/a^ 


22/2/;2'dl2 j latesiversiQh;;.-! highlight the potent^! p:atti'f^n.bvved Jhtp 
■' .quarter <?.rid' 

TO.iaVler, Andy detinerAAndreWPfirlY^ 

corf! credit latest version / .. 

'Tfii^message has 


120222 XLartCtemttuxAPtk Whafew BftgrB UtxSste-ip aC.m . H 

.27/2/2012 : 1 added softie summary slides thSt show the equiyaient . 
rtiaift i>osltidhs Pfi.hB.boc^ io Simple 

•j6;3avlef»;-15h''2^ ; . . ." J • . ,' 

latest 5//des /or core credit 

TA/s message has 6e«h’'arcWveA!,'' '' /-ti*;; *' 


l adcfeB sJides4 :Sfizi B :th3t help -view’* what'ths Book i^jn ■BP- Sert^iBvity-and 
■strategic posJtloning.i ' ■ 
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28/2/2012.. month en<t l 

addin approx 6-7 Bln IgO XOyr W^^eiijtlibughf lie pb ^lyas^stin^fiik 
.b^ ^ 

Keith needs to explain what hdp^iefl&^viiH^ie iaf^eT PNL iQS^$.<. 13 h 58 .. to 
Saviertoo 

buflet points on corexrGtilt book 

Thf^ ni&ssage bss boon archty^d, ^ ^ 

ivftatf/ie -Gore cred/t-5oo/e /s v . • - 


:l-r-AN OPTrON mth posi&vo coTiv&d^, positive caj^ pfi^Jafgp-^ni^-WJM-^r^a'i . 
wTdettjingANDupslii&Qn ii^f0Plt:wavesr(^jnfJat:'ipZOPB^^ob9) 

:'gr.ihe'-Vl0Wis':3M0ysbssEdpn''f^a^:ana{ys1sX'pqt-tar^aBn^^^ 

' : turfen'|y;. vv'e!^ tkape qnJtp.pr^-eTpptsfihar- 0 n egv'ity sejh 

ojf ors fuihefrtifyin^^I^^^ ...,. - ./, . 

3-themBPCAST'j ;■ 


14hl4 to AndMvy Perryman.Vi vife have to l^rovide ^onie update p'n th'e . 
-book. 

PW: S/nf/ieffc CrecTif S/Zde /text dlrart/V- . 


Babmsiy -2011 1^02 , , • 

■ 'CC‘rTk^iff-&tuf70'M ■ 

RBi syntb0c-4t^iiit:'Sil^^ 


'i/ery sihiflafto-V^hat"! justto/d'BrUno tds/iare with you . :V€ts-§6t-Ah(iy 
Perjy/fiaji/SiynQ.tppUtbnaslide4hdi^^ . , 




'5 tepha'n^ 
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Tq; MsWn'-flifiap, h „,. .. 

29/Z/i2Ql2^ Month ^d sheji^iij^iii^^^^ , 

To Javier .. I highlight th^ trad^ to do to Keep the PNL hit under 
control 22h28 

J :h3ve sold important amounts of pw^f:i^f?Jff 'Jg? Wyr'(cJo&e i0 7b1n 3{I day-or 
ScSfri csOl) andtt}ts wifl'pushttrei:^Xb^pnd'itte25fn fimjt. This.is-^related to- 
.mon&i^end pnc&moyosthatweneBil.adi^;$&:0}&imgb weSodldfimittbe . 
damage. . .-: 

/ reckon t/re csOl Willjurnp tp J8m fi-B6d^ profecdon fpr appr^^^ ■ 

and'xoyer) frpm2Sm tiiis tn6n^Tig. T^nth3dk:insfddih'e.’2^^^^^ , 

1/3/2012.. .the day aftdrthe hit 

The Risk guys are aware of It .« to Keith Stefan 5h44 

Ttns messa^Q'lihs'pe&x 'archived.' ^ ‘ ^ - ' - > 


■^—.-^'dripnal Message -'----' " •••■' .. 

Ffowi lks'il, Bruno M 

Sent: Wednesday^ FePryary'29, 2012 10:27 PM 
Ip! Martfn^ArtaJp, Javier X 

Sobjedh Core crhdit^bdbk update- , .. .. ' ..•■ • , 

1 tiayesojd idippfiant'anipdn^-pfpfdte^dnJniffP' Wyrjdoseip^^^ 

Siim csQijapS Wt$iiiifJ}[push ^e psdl Peypnd 
/fijgridi/enPpdcp moves tiiktWere-afl,a,d)iirsesftii^^ 

tois tto^jfhg fiTovvs up the CSp.l limit and I have to come back into 
dd nothayeyetthe fixtensidhi., 

to Rdlth and Javier J3h02 

..I re]ja:ei'li7SH USd an iif^axx'ihis morning. 
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18h07 ...to keith and Javier.v 1 came back in line.v.not quite under 25m 
csOl 

^ilts/nessag^^as Bhen 

. The.cs(yi has -been reduced by SiiSm usxi^dayi Soihat puts the csOl baxJ<to 

••25.5m. . . : ; ..•• --- 

' ' .(0O'mf:andMS:py ( B50,rji), • 

lhoughtfn:t:hespr.ea&pgh^Wg:1^ow'dJStit/ha's-stpppepGghtenjngJdo.h0t 
i^ase,uhf^s$you sfivfse w&to db^.j.Yfni.fif^i^ionlghiXhopa wliHig 
:rTiqst}yjTthe'ratly:r^^^^ ' 

otherwise IwHJjfi - , ..■ „••- •-■ - •' 

8/3/2012 ; Ashley Bacon comes in the Wop now tq c.D^ia;p$e tile risks 
hetyi/een Clo and the IBr. he cdiTie.s froWthe IB aslfiost of^he Other guys . 

. ■ :do.'.. .. 

Re: Need to ta7Ar to you about a presentation of the Book to i4sA/ey Bacon 
iThJsiJffessaife-Jiss been arcfrA^, Z 

■ Oli/.wiH dp' ... .-■ ... „■ _ ; ■• 


.f^m,^il^0ni^ttapy0d^erX 

Sedt:'raeidayf^srchO^Wi0^:^^^ - 

To! Jl^Of B'0j6o'. ^ 


t 


if:ydiif.g3i^ c|/7 ;/7tg''aW^ f5.5O,jR/)^ y0^ir .£j/7i€:^ ci^> 


-■tsmfdi. 


I tahed -Jiilien ( because f was oh Holiday) so that he prepares tfifs 
nieeting....l8h51 
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f.a’sked him-to-v^ork on-3 Ojlngs 

2- 'farthvndaY i apdate.thepn1br^kdpwn'{.^m'0Sy’.djpBCbonsh fjevy^trades^ 
ddfyT3lt$ And Xhepnl ~ ' . . . .■ 

'Zr.jpt monday : Jodkatsltths pfasentpB^S^^d'^ipi'^dy U> 

set arsfides describing tfje #7S?cS ofi0d.iipdki-^!^drfd Jaiien should send. you a 

d'rsH version in order to gs^ y.our^^pddit net :gQOd.r ^Ls^fng) 

a/3/^2012 17h55»/ import^ot tftstlamnd tM Achiiie^ 

■ To-Javler^ . ■■■ ■ " 

rhlsrnAsBagehasbeln^mM^mi^ ^ ^ ^ " 


^ltbink.lmayPave.3Dmkte‘atdieTno^. .. . .- ..• 

^r--- Original Message 
FrortihMaftm^'ArtagOf Ja-vJer X . 

Sent Thursday, March OS, 2ai-2&Si$ll^Pfy .■ 

Torlks}h0runo.M 

Sabjeti: FErMdr)day mesting, .- . 

■-.... 

Pry.ip-:ffip.keth'e'wB0pgps.'e^Hy'P$:.posib'i&,-Tt^ ' .' 

rieed:iQ-de.parivfihe\discussfo_n\.jt'wili$ea}png.ipeedn0a!‘g^’r^^ 

12/3/20J.Z : flew presentation that provitics a compact and sypllfetlC 
view gf the book and fts Issues., to mention that so far the 
^decpmpressiqn.-as worked but not a lot. yet»mthe. roil Wl)i1tri9'9&tbd 
.deco'rhpfesston and additibnai losses oh the book...! start losiing sleep.. 


to Wler arid Aiidy..2h37 

hei/b/ /bf/bw//yjp :ppr^5t'pi^pfle qa/// fast week, phase have a second lp6k 
to ihhpreseniaiidji I prepared withAndyforfhe XSMG meeting ofthe 
ISrdPPbiOii 


■ T^Hhk iheSilrstsHdes dd0cxjBe.ye^ ihesJideigin p.a0fdlaf' 

4i$p)W’^^Fdddfisisahpgivesp.d^ bi^^Bi^/e.pf~fhe:in7PveSi thispjp^s , 
:quic!dyhWihe..bgdtipapsi^aByigse.2Q0.Mm^pdsSibiy^ ■ 

pehg range Poupd; The connecdon wli^ last year -gafn is really a ,ci:)?nc?de/ 5 qs ,r • 
, the AMR move. >vas reaUy exceptional and the spread moves this yearhave afsc 
been exc 



: .lS/3/,2pi2^'tha ahprbapHbs and we start pettinp more lossbs;*^ 

;. To'3a>^b^i$‘h45^ ^ 
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' ' iTrte;. .rfncf 01 ;^' €siXina^» 

.'..^i/Lien rWi-tl -sinti ifte, 0 / 

, •'■dii^grgejncr .. . 

■ The ig9 ,iBy0S' lo|f?;::onojher -ffidgy', jrTj'e hy st-rw^glps^ ^ 

• , 'the -rptLjc 'pgcsYj^th 'the.-^5B0. -Bestup cvpv^ is- noh/ fi(Jt 'at '6Spis 
-Upfront, tronches .pre fully ^acifd /ipW* yet the ty 

.'keep peirfprsriTrg mil. 

Siflts wpnti^ ehd^ despite restpp smd greece^ yover in itraxx'm^^ 
hy. in.-.cd» fa\re miPtpined th^ rv^ ydrsus ig raLiy.,: that is 4bps 
tighter, for igl7j S .bps for bps. fPr xaven and Z8-ZS- bps ': 

for- hy- ( if vne adds the i^ss. rpscqp- ^at is-.ppitts- as certain flow 
te iSCts in price), -Jn that we the -XgB 10 as perforjtfing 

Like: the market beta odfasted.. , 

T/je whole ig9 .curve shoaid hove - outpe/^nmerf flct!uoliy if we took at 
, the -penformance of radtda mdMbia or sfi^ This .is. pefLiscteti in the. tg9 
:. Syr that has tighterred 10 bps;,. but not in ig9 3.9yr that has tightened 
less than :1. -bps by the guotes ^ rec-eivej Uhat is rgaLLy puz^Lipg here 
is- that th0 skeu jjaotes -have not ctjangedl :The .pds outperforyBanee'ontf . .., 
.- index .underpeiyfofinance strouLd .hdye tightened the skeif. 


Vie iaak ot whot y/e- coiirl.d dp the reduce the difftpence .^hvie -riot graving 
the positiohs especially in ig9. The solutions ope very ttmifed ? some 
Mdw.s9 tro'd.e.S c&Utd.heLpi sp»e hy trades tba hut the prtntipat Lag ts 
.whe/^'.-we' do;;hc^' wh't' tQ gd(/. ■■ 


ffghi. /Jpw IS- 0-3. Tyf dnd iWf in dr^sr -to s^bth -the "' 

extthntiorr-af the bppky 'Wis be may p.e the sgliftipr tet. 'the hpbh 

TQh. pff, ,'S'b 'T pyep(ir?.'’iffbp this outcome,. ^ far T 'did hpi Show gp %h . 
tfre ihd0( .marfiet;,)'bst. testing waters- may hot' find size hptthd' 
cb'sf is 'high/- hdt bnly t'tte, bid dsh jhdt the 'almost ih/ihife 
ptfi Ltiy. of the deolers to fwisf thrfr rdhs.. 


Sest r'egdrds ■ 

. [B'rcmp ■■.'/■■■' 

(IeSigfilh!ga;-';s;leep^.m^^^ 

ddubti«tfe:cain »pect any Improvement in theshpritenri ...> 
•'’To-Javier6h42' 

‘I Jicughi shcaJd cODsid^pjittofi SGdjt'slcew trade's'^ 

• 'tl^taMiiraxx;roaiiis"9 tO^ 

;vve could jock fOcts over good J 

Xhjs would ir^tain^ieapside on ?nd baslcdiy ofiSetHie 

loss we iLaye riow.- 
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As 1 mentionned yesfsday, despife7th^^%1fi'Rad^!J4KA and SFI, despitetbe.lag 
-in the;rQ5? lOyMndeaCyfhes^whaSfi^Ty-cfiaDg^ 

It^'hDWStO ro&apuzzlingpbstinatio^j on4^er;§i&rft)rk^^it like^ihat Becausert^ , 
.canncft be 1he i^sult'jof a BF holding-the-aari^ tm its 0 wnalpnei 

Tbi5lmdels?notperfectofeour«eb(aaftfteb®^tig^iQ7run-«rff mode:2sf^^ ,; ' , 

frapcKsg are Gonceme4 fliatls Qp^Ofi* Slusmoneyds obtained a ■ 

dQmgt^edD'3fa&Bqyidityoflbe|»rtftlicr..T^itlo6ksaniuch..better:<>ption^hah 
oollapsitig or^xinwinding'.th&irades'vifttfa dse^streetrSi any dealer or coucteipsi^ in 
blodstrades. .-• •• • .• : 

-Thetradesoould be bsMkfed dn%sm«dalo^b^ftomonie-ca5b 40ciej;sq-dns^^^w^ 
be easy .to:cnark ( with aaonca^as^ is.S»e:3JBfei 

T^JCiHquidity jiy«:doa.we-:won1d’Operaiteyn^t also&^avQ:i^iecforT35tD jedtice , . 

some trandie lines, espwnally^e 0-3 

i^'-ajsumniaty •; • ' 

Negatiyes- ,-•' 

,. -dovmgfaded^;mfiliBif1hebpok;femaiiasa,;t^Bskbpok'& . 

dedyatlYes’' , 

. siigKt oveyioad fc;Ppe,rpfipi]B dne; todbe'^gjen^e'^wolfliig, 

, , - vyi may'bayMdlbiara^iRWA^ . . 

•p'D'sidves-'' .. : 

- we idek- a\ PKX%'fdna fofrtwd 

-loss'- .••■■■• 

., -'do^sbptattepl^e^i prdfiTe'lp fennS o^^ y 

. • Jjkelj^bB7psiis,teduec.Sbm&requil£iblg3^eiPp5ilioTispncey^^^ 

- pndebodked^ vety Siihply^p inaik^a^^^ 

' -ifiQpwi,i3stopayibe7t|aidiijg:epst5i1^ • 

•The:.real dhmce to inake-i^ Ydiether the bbokshodldbe on^m t^iye^ligbtly 

a Idng nsk-ijias t we ^ould allpyi/'for 

prgpaTe'fo/'defautt-risk To;be.-sure,jQiTs is;tbe case ate but'tire 

tiino If the bpok?te^s:in nj4^?4>'ibb skew, trade would qiaice, 

,y$eifiise;l>ecau§e:V^’e.wouldnotplan.to.nnwin4agressiyely^;M 

■■■ ;./■■'.■■ . ' ■■■ '■ ^ 

■T&^ayiier'iLShaT ■ ■■■,• 

t ^xpialfi the booH $tmctUr&a$ It ]$ 

^ye have 3 blocks i itraxx/iG>^^;ifT ., y. , •''' 

. JG^is3h€:iar:§esloni rmdfheTnpsM0jt^U^^^ 
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^J}U)!protech0ntfjO-3i.seIlj^M£&ioiifrt-7‘4^^^dipth^^=^^^^ . 
~bi0fVMlf^igf^'pf^otec!ion.inf)^vsSe1lprais(di0ninfinskefyinJ0 

Mdih:i^~1kefeast0 ' ••' ' ■' 

-.^eshauid.doihesame-kindof^tnid^cilis^proh^^^ , 

t/SHYisthelncbe^OTje- 

itrad&'Meas-^,,-.- - - - ■' ■ _.• 

- buy l3r2%qni2h3S'trc0hesip'r)0lMi>m^ 

defmlts ■■■-■■ .....-•• ..• 

-Umethe^quityfrarickesimdJi^Jt^pdn • . 

-add some passes , ,. 

IG trades svHt impfd^ietMjc'arry^f :bi(t allow for 

^owx TM largef is-io be. bgysr dfp^ptetthri op aft eqtdfy tranches :- thus f he dejaf ■ 

incr€asingovertarte.rfbeJpng]pp0phJViU^li^Wneutrj^^ 

MoreiNowthehestprofileJsipk^p.^lQhg^rhikhii&ipsldrl 

JtraxxiS:th&samethem^alsiGwjih:'ffSizemuch^^^ 

HT ' the problem ds iherupstdewn. default: Some names are-.stlU d Vitprpbifmdtif { - - 
fXtfaind realagyflihaikthe nmberofdefaults'is VmUedM dhd 

'I£¥d9) -iifh^reyfle-hdve the dP-^Mtde-m defaults: The ftatfeners. wHl heedtph^fijhded- 
.cvethme:MihceihelpngiriskihWjdndMambl(>ch. 

All this would mtchartge:m0erUiUy:thepfgfih. of 

^ewouldsimplff-siick.to^^^^ pade^ Ohdik rtoMpg.vtdtt'i ^vanto define 4he " 

i)pUma!t6pos.w-e}HlQhgttskierjh^MensWew.h^^^^ 

';Bkutw - ■■■ ...^ ..-y ...• 


from t^arcti- Zlst:i:ni ftpRI 46^ Z0li^d4-16 


. l iffl'd ^2^3 bfnie'n fndfe in Id and Main Jo fSnish'die boCjc bala nce i the PSiL 
. e'i^p]an,atTo.h shoW'ed a sbbrtage bf , party dUestP maturity exT:en'^pn,;NDW^^' book 
-ibbi?s the the year^ Ibsing-pniy 

' The first ■Zweeks'dfA'pjiJweffeifey^^^ pross'vaiticles'thafShdw^^^ 

the. lineof bloody May fee ihatwab a mista'ke:t» (gtiiie ftpo'k:. jh fen ilght;Mtthis 
momentv It should haVe been dorteieafeW but have.rfrnpljed ho forced 

reduction in increased Vary4bssdiyer$ifi(s;tlpn in .Stress ^anfemore 
_••' ;pptentiai drawdpyvn^ 
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Ucsil, Bnino TW 


llcwl, E'unoM 
I2«^a3l202;37. 

MatflfhW&jo..i3»'ier'X; Penwian. ^iSdrewX; 

Grout, JulietJ.iG 

jjetld, fcSlOTfl.ng ouriastph'bne raH, la^t WBeflc,- 
ptease haveasecciM'iodkts tfnspiBderitafa'on'I 
ptapared -WMi Andy'forfce ISMCSmeeCngof 9ie 
23nJ Feb 2012 

120223Ciire'GrKiitSoc& PMLReyiew'a^iinb 
t%>datE^tpt:dp 

V&lnit.:^5'firrt^eitiescrtteyerV wetlliie ^'k.nwslidEfl'ifipanlciilar 
.(fispjay the notlWials’ and ^esacWe ofthe Scale -of the m'DVES.TOs shows 
quickly >icw the bookman a(^uaU<i' lose 20OM and possibly BhotliBr 2 O 0 M 
whilebe'mgTai^eboimd-Tbe connection iwT^ last year gain is really a 
.cohtdde’na rthe.AMR InOVe was rsaRyexceptionail and the s'pfeSd moves 
•thlsve’irhaveabo'been e*cgiiflen3l;lrK.ln ve'fy'dfffereBt mWes. 

InadtritSohlVciuldlike to add mbfherjUdg'todeKflbebdwthe'iSO trade 
feqwfespPs^ByopialspcfttealiowfijraqtiiclserJ^’Sjnrrot'bercaTSftai' 
feducttoft:the'ftscus«ouiabe<»,» radian whereihere is 8rnd:ll>a*,'5h5uld 
■ 'radi8n'lSe'f(irdw'ptll,.ftrfftiYOdVii«^n2eiS'oriate^^ ,■ 
in dial caie V/e'Sttoutd b'ght'Tww tSBVprolsieSea oh KS9 W 7^9hd IDyTj a'nd 
Se'i!protectiortdff'7-'l6'7yr*wdlOYrtiahches. TliisthIgtencreaseflwJpJfA 
itrst hand^mrniradboutVarenddtreas'Var.'Astime'passes'ta'y, QiS delta . 
would incieaseand reduce smonhVthdbetlongex'posuce. 

Ihis would be the best tr«de'we>cd'uld' do asof today : thIs'Wlll hot bhpaet ^ 
cairyat first firsWad we would sell fire IffipBedlongtemi' spread voWtilltvl.,. 
but wll reduce the pofitive co nvsxity of the book, fet this wffl tnaVe fits 
profile «f core doser to tadicat. fi ow tactical b apptOK 10 to'20 times'.sma'ner 
tnahcorenindhasa "natural” P&i.nVMtff2-'3Vl'daTly,£e,'wa ahhutdexuerta 
W^ef daily p&lhcrtfie in Cbret3f.ijp-to-2MOM''ifh1letotday'ft.is’mochsmall6T ••' 
;out6tii»iiet,mdvesdBSCJibeajri'thep«t. ' 


Ffom: 

Serit: 

To: 


Atiaifiiinsntst 
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h order tn higt^l^tdffferentiifdef of litiduHidd two 

otfieriTirfes: . ...... •. ' . . 

-l.iTiov^ rerfiy SiertrartetprfcetdtefeiAs-Of^eif Way fcrappe3jdty£.{:>whafis • 

prices in vSwHatBrfiotyKJ.ThiS'wai.ftypundelstaiid.UiViSJe i&atiiSafc: 

thcdefault exposurertfeaiktfPWQ' ' , •■ 

2-h0wlcjfffras rci&KedvewJsa regressiQnTnotfeJledSpf'eadtDriWifrDcnj. , ^ 
IGlS, Hfl7y and .Ra.djan SyfODS : this wocW he^J expiain lio»^ shdYihy'thtJG 
• moveisso-peculiar. 

Let me kno*Yca«-thoughts - ' - . 


Sea regatiis 
0 rurto itSlL 
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3n brderxo hTghfigtitdfffersM 6rder.b?-ni?gfuta£ies,l'thinV(sl*QMWaSai^ 
otTier'slides; . . , 

1- .tib^realiy^ejnartetjiScssdefaUftspfihelfv.^'toia^araiicEt*'^** 

prictsiiivs'>;vh3ttsTi(fl¥et).7lia WiBhelp umiBrStand thestideathst-detak 
thb [Jefeuh£;^n3^re breakdown 

2- how iGS ha'sinotfed versus aregtesfionTnadfefled spread corelngtronv - - 
iG^j.wy®, and Hadiah.'5yT'CDS;t>iis would Jtelpexpfeln howandWhy^'lla 
move Ts'sb ^cuHar. 

lei m e :kT>o w tftj'u r th 0 ugins 

.'Sestrtgards- ' 

•Bnjnol«ti 
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IfeflJBnjnoM 

Frern: 

Ttft 

Tbe dWergewte isicreases betwwn crude ctid prices and 'oijr • 
e^itinat^ Sullen will send a SflOll spreasheet r^rding the 
hreadoWn of the divergence per blocks.. 

. 'flic 4g9 lags aholfter bp HkJay. The hy warV^t 

to Weep tfte rally pace with -the Rescap curve is .now 

.flat at 65pt's upfront. The equity TFarithes are fully . 

noHv Yet the hy .Indices kE'ep peftoreiing well. 

.5jii£'ei'*^th aSi.,- despite eve'rrt and grefecei 'xotfeT ih' 

Itraxx and hy in c<Jx have maintalhid their TOtib ve'rsus ig 
• :rEliyi lliat I« 4bps tighter fon ;5 bps for sain si6j 21 
bps for isbver ahd 2^25 Bps -fen hy ( die adds the loss in 
resc%'that is prices as certain now ie TSctS in pr.ice)^ In 
that r^ard, we keep the iB as p^oralng like the 
■arVet beta adjusted. 

The whole' igB <-urve.-5hcjdliJ have dutp e i Ho n ue d actually If we 
look at the perfoneanre s?f radian and sibia or sfi. This Is 
reflected in the ig9 Syr that has tightared l0bps> .but not 
in i|9 i«yr that has tightened less 'liian i bps by the quotes, 
we 'receive. VBiat is really paiiUng hare is that the skew 
«;uot«s have not changed'l The cds oirtperforaance and index 
Undbrperfonsance' should have tightened the sket}. 


ate lobfc ^ 'wh’at Ve .cdiild .d'd th'e' 'redb’Cs ‘-the i&£')^e'r'%ffee ^Whll'e 
.not .groad'hg the positions asTpetialiy' in 'igB. The Sblutions 
ar« very liiidted ^ soeie tiain sP &^de5 could 'help> sone hy 
tta'deS too but the' principal lag is Where, we do pot want to ' 
4dd. 


•Iks'li.BninoM 
1'S>iiareh2D12Ja:45 
fflartni-Ari^o, Ism'X 
Update oncore 
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kffiat I do litjw is' buyin j 6-3^ ?yr and. l®yr in. ord«fr 'to. 

. SBiootb the £xtlnctton of' ths- boote.-. tW* ^11 be -may. be- tt* 
.S'crliftSofl V ieli book; rOn 'dff 5d 1 pf^bafe' 1% for t’ttii- 
outto'fhei SO' far I did ftdt Show up in: tli'e Index marl^~ 3ilst 
■testing, waters. I aay not find si2B. birt the trad'^ng cost is. . 
high, not. only, tbe- bid asfe but the alnost, infinite abHEty- . 
of "Che dealeirs to twist tfieir' funs. 


Best regards 
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What 1 do right <T 0 « is. biiyijig ce-3 7yr and T,0yr Its to 

snffloth the Ertinctltrn of Idifi toooV. This will be may te the 
Solution : let tiie book rah off. So I prcpaf'e it for -ttas 
outc-orae^ So f ar i did not ;shcM up in the index tohJcet. jdst' 
-testing Waters . 1 rosy hot find site "krut the trading tost is 
high, not only the.bid ask but the aisKist infinite ability 
of The, dealers to twist their rurts. 


Best regards 

Bfuno 
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Fnm: ’ 
SeM: 

T<fi 

Ce: ■ 

SubjetSt 


flwiJ, tonoNf - . ' 

i6Watch'2Cn2 06:42 
fil3rti)>T^rtajov JavierX 
Grant G‘rHagan,Patrid<S 
trade id^sohcbrB 


I'fiflji^l;^4^iha<«resJioa1dccms'iderputtjng5orTi6skew4Tades6Ti . 

- - - ^ - •{,j^„j^30^a„-jijra)K^iminsB''l0’yr; 

•' iiw6>JWte<i60i35»yerg0o^stte!linnk. 

• ' T^woiiW‘mairitaio1he'ipside«f)defsilI%!’raprove‘Aecarfyan(lbarfca]ty 

' 'o%et%e.)oss0eJta9e.nffw. 

: i!aVmeirtiM»edYeslrrda^idespeteyre'tal1yin1l3dian,,ti'l^3m}Sfl, despite 

the bg in the iGS lOyrJrtdex, the skew has Baraly changed. 

• .•• if^ows'toraeajSunHnlbbs^^onondBatefsldetoKe^Ttlike-tfiar, 

BecaLBe9>is«anixn:'.belhe'rE«J&.£4aftF'W>WfngthemafVet-ot»'teiJWn 

/' ' ■.■ . Thi5Ti^eJsh^p$r^Bct:^'Course,tMt'ff^^lJtyc*'goesS;ruh-oWmtids’asfe'r 

, ... ' asn^nchesateConMired.’Sathanlntere^ftB option. This BJOiwyiB 

.... ^ o6taiheafrofnaiJoVi'ngi3deint'hertqUidityoftheportftillo.Yet,,ftiooksa 

■ . m6ditetteroiftionii«nrallr^lnr«l^onwinifingthetradeswith’thestreet 

; / /' / ... oranydealeforcoitfittCTparty'in tlock'trades. 

TVetraikBiOuia ie booked' Wia stanflaJdrwbBsli fr^ one fss'hfldote, ;»• • 
_ _ AW»(DuMbe8asyToraari('with»n'tncreasB!iis*uehetelagTeeV 

’ ' . ■rbelk)U»dil»ir!)Kl3&'i''weWi:utdBp8r«emiftnalsobeftTOratte‘fDrUs» • 

.. /'',/■ ./ r#aiK»»metr»ch«11hes,SSpeflSBytl»eW33>rrlritiflrtf'eg8tt). 

, Ase suihnbry: 

- Negatives . /' ' 

-aadeddeptftSeneyondsjieB.ijOoteS ' 

-dowhgranaetJprofilejTthe bodK'rejriBSffielallMsViocklln 
sieftntives ' ' ^ 

-■^^overlortinope-t^onsacte'to'ftriirT^BiWms^Wng. 
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i^We/ni^havetO'inCTease.fWAiDXhB''prB<^flrsthj^^ 

. ..pos'lSies:' . , , 

-We bckywLinform aitSBYforira.rdiHat o^^tfiati^yR 

unreaiBedloss.- 

-d6.es'fi£*after the'^tr^file'ftterttiS'S^defiateWpsiiie' • 
•-±‘ke*iiiheipSi»reduce50£ne:reffiaHrtgte'!»''posa3ons.ence‘W& 
h'ave traded sizes dn-skew • 

- oRce booked, ve'Fy‘S!lTvhfto.'mafkSfta:rhwit3m. • 

-allOv/sustopay thetcadingcostsasetttebookfQrfOn-ofTiRode 

The. real choke to make.jsAwhether ‘he hook shoiitd &e On rwwTf mod6, te 
wElghtly ntanage;ftwhh.a long .risk bias:' we would aliowfcr PaLswmtgsand 
we would' jast'pre'pare for default risk lookisg forward. To be5are,'tteis'dte 
rase alfeady but the book's rvot in rtrr 'off.'rnode. If tSe biJOk stepsirtnA-off, 
the skewirade tinould rnate serKe.tecauseWe-WQtild'ftiK pfen fo urtWhwJ / 

■agresSrvetySS'We.-drd last.yeaf: 

LaThekhOwr • 

VrUnS 
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- we may have to jriCTCTse BWA ?rrthe process firsthand 
positrves • 

- we todt a PNLiriform bf.cajty Torward tfist ofhets-the CQtrent 
unrealized loss 

-Tioesiiot afterthe'tallprflfite'lntemisofdeftuits.UpsiclB 

- lifcety helps us reduce some remaining large positions ohceVM 
have traded sizes oh ske'h 

-onte booked, very simply to martcarri rnaSritain, 

- aHows us lb pay the fradihg costs tosetihe book fertiint»Hm6de 

'T}jereel'ti5diceto»T(SiaUwhe6«^ Retook drtRild'ijetthTurMrflinotievfe- 
-me li^Uy Tiialiage 5t 'with a longmSflHasrwe'Would ailSw ft'r patswB^^'artd 

•we-Wouid5ust prepare ftwde'^tffeicipokingibrward/Tb'tieSme.thlslsare . 

.case-ak^ear^liat'the.tjotAls hbfiisnmaffniotie.'Jfthe bboksepsinnin^off. 
Ih'e'skew'trade-ftdbTdntaiie.SenM b'eSuse wewoaia hot ^aii teohwiBd 
agressively.aswe di'diastyear. 

Letmeknow 
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tte'il, Brono M 

Ffonr. •• ’ Jkal.SiUnbM 

, 56Mai:i*2012'15;S7 ' ' 

Jo; '(jfeiifln.Art3fQ;Javi^1<; Grout duKenG 

^taiegyitir-oore 

'weliave3b1ocks:Ttr3ici,IS''^dHV 

kjis'^eja^estcfteandthfljtioltitJffiCUitohe’ 

tade!deas_~. 

-sw^-lrf«f6?l65tfersbgTaiiamM'iicftituBupfrontTi,ew^des " 
‘•bBgprotectJort.ln &G, se9protBCtion'jn7-20 iti'bcfl' 7yt and SByr 
- iJovtnib^’tJaTSecflon in 7yr vtiBlIprotectaon in on'the rtjn VG 

Mail) i S te -feast d ifficuk on e 

-Wa-^dWiBdb'tfSesaniekmfltrfiraites-arthe'probieni iS^e^me 

tiSfi^thetnAiestorie . ■■ 

fradei(fe&--.^ 

-■liu¥:riieHyiljjifiliS-2S,3i><12&-3’Stran«5i8fft0roll53o^-ana5hdterfrciTn 
iha firtt<)e^iiKs 

•• - leave tl««qoltjtranthes ds ftiey afe-a^roist Seietefl 
~ addjorae flawnersin «Yi4 Hl'lS WXE and HYUas Cmepasses by 

IC trades wiMiinph^ve-tSeta'try, rediii* ilqUidi^a blt^iit.aTb*-fDra stnobth 
ran ^^own.^^e target is to be Wytfr of prdterticSn .on'etl equity Vr^cKBr: thus 
Ihe detat inoeasing wef fime, the tong pcidtlChwitlswitthtB netitral fsst 
■vWhoui.urtnfebrf There, NdwthetsestprcrfileHTD keep the lorig-rtsVhtasto 
nart 

JlteW'tt.the'SBine’fhBTifeWlGlWtKeiifeTn'il^sfiaifer. ' ' • 

H^::tbepTtibfemTs^^'^'en<d^’uit^enkm8S)Cx^)!)ii4t . ^ 

.•prb^matic ^ ttO «tia (%Bld6yX.1 'Wnt itfe «tfTft>Wttf.def<iite.li4inflti('ii 1h 
' theseseife4Wl3'aTiflirfa6)v*ere'WB-lBtie-^doWirtiiile'(fri<lBfttffiS.''ThB 
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/ fiatteheR snt ne^tbbe^ded'owtifiifc Henofthetang risfeinlSaod 

, f^afnbibcks:^ 

AlfthTrwoiiid twt'tbaBg^ m3ffin'siythe-prii^.ofttei:i«iir..^erthB'TesfBr ' 
rts iffe, we;Woijfd sic(i‘pV^Cl'-^o4heSe?riiies and.d'o rtQthingTnore-.We hau*.-' 
to define the. optima exposure in tong list termsto ensure-we fiSJaadecent- 
carcy.. 
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flattenErsTMlin.ee'dtoie Tended oWr’fimt HenceTheTangrtsk in IG^nd 
'Wain bkJcta. 

: ADthlsWoQldflotTii'aTigemateriily^e pnJfiledfthelyjoV.OwtheresfDf 
; 'rtsTsfe, (Se ■wpuld’Stflply sfidcto tKese trades and ?io riothtng more'.Vte .hawe 
TO deSnethe^prtifnSexposurelnldng/iskiennstt'tnsifrewTiayea'fleCBll . 
cafry. 

• Bh3t10 . . .... " 



/ •- / 
/ 

' . / 




CONFJDENTIAL TREATMENT REQUESTED BY 
j.P. MORGAN CHASE & CO. 


JPM-CIO-PSl 0021913 



744 


Ik^, Snlno M 

Fiwn; 

Sent 

T« 


Ikal, Shsic M 
,1S.Msn±2012^7i34 
.MaHin-Art^o, JavierX 


updateonCwePML 

TWtfhfeiBenceKsisft>'creaiedt<5'300now':thelTsic3pjieWsis pusWiigthe 
iranettes a)i3 against ijs. 

Jwbrk^'oh'^]&93Wsth»nS9airit todaf. Tlier£lssor7i6si7e.^otlaTg& 


BurffloadtZ bpsUghtfif^.D^CkontliieTB'wi'ii'ti'esite. 

TacticaliXafts being in^cTed deSptletlTetradinggains..Srri3lftti'ou^ 9>tt 
ibe hits show anywhere but the spo^ 1 to £on«d. 


Itbasbeen'iifcetliissMce bie’staftofthei'earahdthedriftke^ig&ing. 1 
redeem we get to 400 tfifference vety SDohi 
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JkaSI;BTunp1W 

From: 

Sam: - 39 ward! 2312 n'45' .„ 

Tpt . . Wa)fiijAftaiqi-O^.^X 

Cc; ■ ■' • , •■■'’ • ' Grcill, jiiteiTS' 

'Sii^ect t^rvSEnk^alySjfBTTd.^jnsed strategy 

Bookfibslttb'n 

-Ttwbook hw.pdsiWe'cSrTy,^&Liipftde-on defeuRsand pbrCve 

can^fldtvifspTaads^p wider. Kisralatlvely ae'atraldirecdo'nat'lfover^nat - 
dsni^ tnafkcT Sp(eafllevels> 

• -Tobbt3HT&iist>ro1tle/tlie book-rateiveStSe Fffrward cfpdftspreadi 
Viftien mrkettwe casein fn sq'iireze'iiRB-^scne/tbeP&t Yblatifity can 
become vety is ^Slfat ishappenine sinCe tire banning oF^'is 

yearinCOiC IG9«niiMa'fei ]fflRja.S9'Se'riBS.iheh}tatniJUnts'to5-10 Bps lag 
A) ttiP^foTil^dS VefsuS^e'?O^Bps)raHy. 

rTie tieoklnCUTOd aiossctf ibbm Csd IN sshy froitt KODAK default 
ft^CAP^atmost certain de^tritiis weakness haselieen corrected now 
and oflwsdecert upside in anvneWdefauit In Wfndices 

.Market behaviour ••' - 

-'nwCDX'IGSBfti3f7WOO(Wa”nS9'^tf)BS^s's»hereThdex • . 

. tiandTCSsUllTrade.Thisis’iiihejtt'FiestreetonnssotiiBjnpted^'Re'specia'Ay 
.firttre tongertenotsfercapltat reliefTeasdn and unceftaintf-aboUt’flJE 

'timirig'Ofdefeijfti. . .. . ' ' 

-some large W«Sge‘fc'nd$-jflve3CimB*'ikSw'irtdas‘«hi'«’^iey 'buy' 
pfifledlionon'lrtrejKftWjS'lOyfindiwi'WWUs^e^^e'nwrfw 

-1n^fanv,‘lhd$i!’5erleS’{>>i^eret'hkh6dkU'IPng>'iskandthe'^V^t 
is sBort'.Hsk3'hstre by tfadinfkW trylrtg'towWettthfe 

'bg, we could fetreved-^s tutthGn^.rnetstroisgretJAaRae elther'wfth 
• ■are-or1jid--8$k-'iikldenlng. ... 

• th'tsyea;r'd^e’frincherhiii-l(AdeptVh8S^She'd:f^an'trade^ut 
SRtailis'aeescb time with wt appetite from desleri’Co iPad protacdan^n'lthe 
longest tenors. 
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4n-6S.'Hyj»narfdfaan'tD4ftfri-^efeu^-^teBX'Pa^M 

sdvei^ed^ by dea (eis s»y1)^ t'hat enher we >eve cffdwits or W ral^.i.Qtfier . 

' ' . wawtheCLBV&flatteniaTiti we'BaVeaaeef)e'r\e,ro(L , 

, .-Bsa.summary.fbe twok‘save'f^vwbrepfe^erarKfho'Ws«:^d® 
thatthes&eetwanO'tchave.now^iS a protectefiaEaiBSt.iinprecSctatte . 
defauftiAtthasaifleSme, theystiUcwntb,eir’’no'.dSfairtt'tr3fieS'frWft • 
Tanyear.-^ttestrertst'rtenra^cat^steeiansfbesertes.acurws'artd , 
roainta7itherionges4.ienore-wfderthBrv!inythf[igelsE. . 

Prt^osed strata i T^fte'P.&f.fluctuate'wHte.natd^nditig; . ' 

fuA'Iniaiint^iDS^tlie'iip^de't^vci^'utts-bverfffne 

-GDX4G.and.l7KAXXM»lN;o«ertheflW'ISrDo^r 

-1uV&3CKihe ptoiteEtibn-in,&-3 JJJptoreveReSbtTatiffef .,• 
■ 3ShJh'inS>,;6fa!QTri.lGl •,,,•• 

- hOy-ffirrift ij-S W Tyr tfenors^ibln foain-i bln nl 16} ' 

•• 'sailfroteaianosertimew^tfelrpiQ-marnt^nthfe 
rafty'iS-lCIBih.Wain and.IG^ . . ' 

-CX'XUSHYiOwerlhe.neXtlBrndfittis , 

- putflattenerron m HY14-fiylS-h¥l6-hyi7 serieswhiiewie 
iwntlteprofertiofi or fhe Syr-nbw 

- let the loil'gs In KflO-hYllTs^eiRveaSthey have Ibst 
afreadyis natTresoutof lOOard Ipolt-safer than hyiHtbhyl? series 

&LpDSSibf6 fan^e : ilW:(oa 'is li’kety t6 range betWeertltXJm to JDOm 
-main-reason is the C&X 169, teg'l 2-3hps-‘orit»-i50ra) 

' Sfccbrd x«extis:CDXKy:.Oife hlfisShWhetlOTn.Spfead wUhlh'Otc 

trarh'she.anel-ind'ex bfti^slt; Typi.ta) hSr^,Tbi/.cSfirwt really trade biitthe.micl 
•doei-nptchan&r, ,, , . 

.. •r.tKllrfl&MiPhittndK'-'.^hC'eu^eln'^SsfMpnM bfSbpsp^Wng'tHe 
■fc.nrtTdbadceip'Vab’ifetfteolSereurVesJteepened lbpih:tiheraBY;,'n>eWt' 

; hens^s'SiMDOm. . ... 

'■’the e'stlinbW blifrsittwrthe book irossfyamoUntstbSOOin aB-n.f 
^mteflGi roOfriPoFllraxxthm- 2o6in for CDK-HY). 

i^nclijsidrt, . , ' 

-tiiebook’harverYtjsehji^tores'andsheutd be maintained with 
lU.u’pdde'nndefoul&dsnsbth'ar;possi6lei. , 
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• 'ttije'fTOj^Eiisywvsmalfpowaridw'e.^to&YfelbfewthlHte^.- 

someofourfrades.cRiatfng'a tbncEfnSoi'wi'g.deateisi'flijs-affe'ds'trsij^KJn; 
flwbltl'a^cost.and^the Marlejnjna^t.bmtisethestreeirjwnr 

^flai^teqn proteaianta cover their lept^ie-'nflttefauft^trades-HWSth' - 
held.nfbnn of ste'eperiers afid iohg'rislLln ^drt term-equity tranches.. 

- -tiifereiS'S-trap thafis [wadiflg'r}fweSnyttheM'Srt-TB_.Mar6EtS«e 
(iskificfeasft^the.notronalsfuitherard weafcen’-owposrtfori'veniiiithefest. 
oftfie'ngarietl One solutibh WbuW be to lettKe bbiSKbe realTy long 
riski YdtTfoS -tyoui# not be. trt a Squid, maricetend ntay Increase the P8cL-no1se 
espedattirin rarrefllons. 

- riife ic»aj6on'jSfbpos«i ambwttj'.td be .bng'ef t 6R Hod ferthe bobfc 
Brptfe^arr^'ng’theppsiiiepntiefatj'itiithfcfc-weownhere^ave'ry^d, 
position fora ritetfatis-efea- ' sigrirfiGant.This-Wcrdld1nyoNeinfTie 
meiAaf*eaIfniafB6,uie.birYprDtdrtfon afilOyTeqatty'Tranches-, pufffettener's 
1n'H1f 'l4-J7amd SE'll.prrtecriQn Oft spread wdfdenirg. 

■The PNLbRa,kd«0fta«fhid-a'skar3lvsisiwilf come sodne'fteiiia’Feh'is’fiQfL 
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-InUSHV, in atidttioh to the 2 defai^^'we feee aflatteninf tfeiiB 
adserUtedfeydB'alcre sa/ing that eifrieTiwe have iififaoltstjrweT!dt,¥--Ah^ 
ways.'thecarveflattertsand , wehavea-aeepeoeron. 

i-as-asuimnaiyithe feoaVisSveryWslblepIayei'andbbTdssrirade 
that the S&«t viiants to have ncntf'rie a protectJoti against bnpredlcta'bte 
defaTJlts.Atthe same time,-.. . &w¥Sfitiown^eir 'nodefauX" Wdefeoin ' 
last year, so the stmctsyrtefnaticallv steepensthe siilies 9 curves and 
maintain the JoViEsstteno'?’«ider'lhan’anythinE*1se., 

Prdpes^itfate^t t4tlhe'f>81ftocRiafiB:^hitehi9t:tJeJir>tRTttj 

Just tn'ain^lnTngdie'tipncie on defaults overtime . ^ . 

. . <D>:iGahdTtTW«WRtN:overihene>rt:i«mohe^ 

-biiybaCkthe^prbtectTOhinO-S lOjTtbrevefSBtbeprbtteJ 
3Bln ih main, Sbln'in I'gI 

- buy some-M in Tyr teradrs ( lh!n ini1i»-2'bln iniG) 

- ^11 pro^ction over 6me bn widenings'to tnaln^in ^e 

carry (540 Blit Wain and F5) 

-CDXUsHYiBtferthe.ne*taB months 

-putfiatterersbnlh HY144iyl5-hyl6-Wi47seT»s\»b1feu(e 
'nijiepfntediiJrfo'n'&ieSyrno'W 

- ‘-let'the longs Jn seizes iWe^rthey havS 3«rt 

-(reaQyiSnattiBSb'iitbflOOandldbVsa'Wf^nbyiAte hi?17.ietie$ 

P&IjjbSable-rangei ^jDSstsBkeiytn range .between itom w 3tl0m 
-main reSainls theCDXreStagJ 24bps«ra£»-15Drn} 
^se'eondnB;ff^CDXfl'’f1;tbehit1sflnotNerlrom3preadvnthln'the ' 
tranche^nd index toid-asfe. typical here', VffuHhnoTreBny trade butWeitiid 
does r’ot'chahge. 

•third Is'Matn Jtraw rthe curve In S9 st««pened by 5bps pushing the 
forward -backup <NhH'e 'the ether »ffves steepened Ibpfr the rally. Thb hit 
Tftr«ts8D-lD0m. 

- the 'estimated bld-aslc •on We boOVigrassly amounts to 500m an-1n'( 

:2iX)fn ttf ■(G, loom -foritraxx misn, ioom Tcircox 


•CsnelQslaR •' ■' • 

-We'Jitedk'hiit^eiyusirfi^ feaSQlta andahb'uld be'^malotsbied wh'hi 

tU'llpSI(le''1shde^)to«$7TPich^'pP's;dl9l« 
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- the martlet Is v^.'sma!l now and we are to'o -yislble villih likely 
some {jfdurtradescreati^ngacoricem among deaVerstWls. affects usbodi'in 
ihe'WTfsktBSaiid the ' MarkJojrarlcet because the.street.b'Whs 
tlw.fong't«ttnprottctlcihtcjcoverthe1fIegSc¥,]e"nbtl^Qff’ tradesmostly 
h^Tnfaop-'bfaeepensxsndiehgriSijn-^'oitterme'quTtytraricbes. 

■'-^»ere1satrapihatis'buSdMg,:-1fwe3rRltthe7y!ark4'b_Mart:etWe 
'rtdt'ihcfra^gthe nOfioTiaIsfijrthcrflfid Wdalteh our poSitcSi'Veraus the rest 
pfaie-matiffitOnesblwtion -wduiabeTOtetthe bodVbe rkallylong 

tisk.'giytttrtsiBbUld twit be'iral^Oiatnafltefana may ihcreaSe'Hifil^'ntjlse 
. -espedaliy m'la^ectSons. 

, •• -Wiesototjonpropbsed-afitountstobBiongferTrsIcBndtdthe-tMdk 

•eitpi**bi7^i^tlietJpSdeoh defeultrlthlnkwebwn here avery good 
' positbh for a sire -thn iS also sigritficahtThlsWDCiidjnvpWesome 

med0nlcalhadnig,-fe buyprbtedionipniOyreqBlty tranches, put -flatteneis 
lniHY'l-4-17ahiS5EU..prPtecfibnchsf9’aadw>didaTing. 

The'.PNlbfMifcdwo'na'ndbld'aAanatvs'isyiiiltCDme'scrb'mafEer.JiJliehischit. 


Bruno ' 
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From: Goldman, Irvin J 

Sent; Fri, 04 May 2012 18:14:15 GMT 

^ , Welland, Peter <peter.weiland@Jpmchase.com>; Tocchio, Samantha X 

<samantha.x.tocchio@jpmorgan.com>; Lee, Elizabeth M <elizabeth.m.lee@jpmorgan,com> 
Subject; FW: Information needed 

Importance; High 


Original Message 

From: Nase, Angjela X 

Sent; Thur^ay, May 03, 2012 11:54 AM 

To: Goldman, Irvin J 

Cc: Surtani, Lavine; Lynch, Matthew A; Chen, Ted C; Doyle, Robin A. 

Subject; RE: Information needed 
Importance: High 

HiTrv, 

Per your request to Matt, please find the CIO excessions attached. Please let us know if you need anything 
else. 

Regards, 

Angjela 

— Original Message — 

From: Lynch, Matthew A 

Sent; Wednesday, May 02, 2012 9:56 PM 

To; MRM External Reporting 

Cc; Surtani, Lavine 

Subject: Fw: Information needed 

Fyi please see this high priority request from Irv. I committed to getting something to him by mid day 
tomorrow. Given that we have sent several such emails over the last few months with excession summaries 
we should be able to pull this together. 

Original Message — 

From: Goldman, Irvin I 
Sent: Wednesday, May 02, 2012 06:44 PM 
To; Lynch, Matthew A 
Cc; Doyle, Robin A. 

Subject: Information needed 

I ne^ a summary for a specific workstream john hogan requested of all CIO excessions, breach s reported 
by mrm from 9/30/2011 to today. This is high priority. Please let me know estimated delivery of request. 
Thanks 
Irv 
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From: Martin-Artajo, Javier X <javler.x.m3rtin-artajo@jpmorgan.com> 

Sent: TTiu, 12 Jan 2012 15:42:54 GMT 

To: Welland, Peter <peter.weitand@jpmchase.com> 

PP. Iksil, Bruno M <bruno.m.Iksil@ 3 pmchase.com>; Hagan, Patrick 5 
<patrick.s.hagan@jpmorgan.com> 

Subject: RE: JPMC Firmwide VaR - Daily Update - COB 01/09/2012 


No ,in terms of VAR .Will come back to you with a better explanation .From our point of view we did not have any P/Lvoi to 
increase the overall VAR so much , Pat’s model is in line with the 70 VAR and has a much better explanation for these changes 
, Hopefully we get this approved as we speak . 

in terms of book positioning as i explained the book is long risk now but has increased the short in HY and rebalanced on the 
rest . This should not have had a great increase in the VAR of our postions . 


From: Weiland, Peter 
Sent*. 12 January 2012 14:45 
To: Martin-Aitajo, Javier X 

Subject: Fw: JPMC Rtmwide VaR - Daily Update - COB 01/09/2012 

is this not correct? Redacted by the Permanent 

Peter Welland I Subcommittee on tnvmttgations 

JPMorgan | 

o: +1212 834 5549 

m:+lVHHBW 


From: Stephan, Keith 

Sent: Wednesday, January 11, 2012 07:29 AM 
To: Weiland, Peter 

Subject; RE: JPMC Hrmwtde VaR • Daily Update - COB 01/09/2012 
This Is what I sent to Javier and bruno yest 


From: Stephan, Keith 
Sent: 10 January 2012 17:17 
Tot Iksll, Bruno M; Grout, Julien G 

Cci Chandna, Sameer X; D'eosta, Karolyn K; Lee, Janet X; Katimtgis, Evan; Martin-Artajo, Javier X 
Subject! FW; Core Credit Var Summary 06 January 

Below are the major drivers in the increase in VAR since mid December for Cred'rt Tranche portfolios -since 21 December, 
the book var has moved from $76mm to 93mm, nearly +25% increase driven by position changes and through the inclusion of 
mkt data in the last week of 2001 with rally in OTR HY indices. 


The big drivers, are increases in notional of HY OTR short risk in indices +2.6bio not'l, +14MM VAR. At the same time the 
increase in index short risk (and long HY107Y reduction) has driven arid increase in the positive benefit in the credit crisis 
stress loss scenario from l.lbio to +$1.5bio. 


( Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations 1 

JPM-CIO-PSI 0000093 
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In Marginal terms, the Sl7mm move since Dec 21 is driven by: 

1) Stg 15D $14mm (increased short risk positions across HY14-HY17 by S2.65bn} 

2) Stgl8USSlmm 

3) Stg27DS2mm (reduced Long risk posin HY10'^+ Price changes**see details below) 

4) Note: 14EU does have a net increase in X016 pos bv$260mm but increase in MN16 long risk pos by $2.0bn more 
than offeets the var moves from XO. 

Details; 

Main days of big moves in Van 
Decl9 Var of $70.Omm 
■ Dec21Varof$75.8mm 
Dec22 Var of $78.4mm 
Dec30 Var of $82. 7mm 
Jan06 Varof $92.9mm 

1) Changes from Decl9 to Dec21 of $5.8mm mainly driven byStglSD. Increased Short Risk position by$lbn across HY14-HV17 
indices. 

2) Changesfrom Dec21 to Dec22 of $2.6mm mainly driven by StglSD; Increased Short Risk position bY$600mm in HYlSand 
HY17 indices. 

3}Changes from DecSO to JanD6 of $10.7mm mainly driven by 

Stg 14 EU +1.8mm - X016 5Y - increased short risk position by ISDmm. Spread tightening of 16bps. 

Stg 15B +l.2mm - Price widening of +0.875pts in HYIO 7Y - short risk Index position of $4.4B and short risk 

position SSnrTrn 35-100 of $3.78 

Stg 27D +2.7mm - shorter risk by $950mm across HY9 and HYIO 7Y 

Stg 15D +3.3mm - shorter risk by $438mm across HY16 and HY17 - Price improvement across most HY indices 

(HY15 +0.875pt, HY16 +lpt, HY17 +1.125pt) 


From: Wefland, Peter 
Sent; 11 January 2012 12:26 
To: Stephan, Keith 

Subject: FW: JPMC Firmwide VaR - Daily Update - COB 01/09/2012 


fyi 

Peter Welland 
Tel: +1 212S34 5549 


Redacieu uii- 
SubcofflmUtce on InvesiigMOons 


Frx)m; waland, Peter 

Sent: Tuesday, January 10, 2012 9:38 PM 

To; Drew, Ina 

Cc: Wilmot, John 

Subj^t' Re: 3PMC Rrmvride VaR - Daily Update * COB 01/09/2012 


Yes, i have details and can give you tomorrow. Short story is that the increase in VaR corresponds to increased credit 
protection on HY, in particular trades executed between Dec. 19 and Jan. 6. 

This has been obviously a significant increase and i sent Javier an email today to h'^h light the RWA implications. 


Confidential Treatment Requested by J.P. Morgan & Co. 
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Pete 

Peter Welland 

JPMorgan 

o:+l 212 834 5549 

+!■■■■■■ 


Redacted by the Permanent 
Subcommittee on Investigations 


From: Drew, In a 

Sent: Tuesday, January 10, 2012 07:36 PM 
To: Weiland, Pker 
Cc: WItiTwt, John 

Subject; Fw: JPMC Rrmwide VaR - Daily Update - COB 01/09^12 
This says do var still 68? can u give me breakdown tomorrow 


From: Market Risk Management- Reporting 

To: Market Risk Management - Reporting; Dimon, Jamie; Zubrow, Bany L; Staley, Jes; Drew, Ina; Rauchenberger, Louis; Lake, 
Marianne; Hogan, John J.; Weiland, Peter; Weisbrod, David A.; Bacon, Ashley; Beck, David J; Braunstein, Douglas; Morzaria, Tushar 
R; Wilmot, John; Detlosso, Donna; Bisignano, Frank J 

Cc: Doyle, Robin A,; Waring, Mick; Market Risk Reporting; Sreckovic, Steven; McCaffrey, Lauren A; Tocchio, Samantha X; 
Chiavenato, Wcardo S.; Chen, Dan 
Sent: Tue Jan 10 19:32:44 2012 

Subject: JPMC Firmwide VaR - Daily Update - COB 01/09/2012 
Firmwide 95% lOQ VaR 


. The Firm’s 9554 lOO VaR as of cob 01/09/2012 is $123mm or 9856 of the Sl2Smm limit, an increase of SSmm from the 
prior day’s revised VaR. 

• The increase in the Firm's VaR is primarily driven by IB fllBIMBHBBHHHHlHHHBHHIIIIIIHHiL 


Each LOB's contribution to the Firm's ^123mm VaR {as shown by marginal VaR) are: IB | 

lao ($67mm mVaR, primarily driven by CIO 

International credit tranche book), R 




The below table shows the 9556 100 VaR for the current quarter compared with the prior quarter and the corresponding 
quarter of prior year. 


Confidential Treatment Requested by J.P. Morgan & Co. 
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cid:image001.png@01CCCFCD.54D062DO 


Mease contact the MRM fxtemal Rsoorting team with any questions. 
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95% 10Q VaR 

IB VaR by risk type: 

Fixed income 
Foreign exchange 
Equities 

Commodities & other. 

Diversification benefit to IB tradii^ VaR 

IB Trading VaR 
CPG 

Oiversificatibn benefit to IB trading & CPG VaR 
Total IB trading & CPG VaR 
Mortgage Production and Servicing VaR 
Chief Investmerit Office (CiO) VaR^ 

Div ersification benefit to total other VaR 

Total other VaR 

DivefsHication benefit to total IB and other VaR 
Total IB and other VaR 
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From: Goldman, Irvin J <i,rvin.j.go!dmant 9 ypmchase.a)m> 
Sent: Fri, 20 Jan 2012 13:08:35 GMT 

To: Wiimot, John <JOHN,WILWOT@jpmorgan.com> 

Subject: FW: Breach of firm var 


FYI 


— Original Message — 

From: Stephan, Keith 

Sent: Friday, January 20, 2012 07:01 AM Eastern Standard Time 
To; Goldman, Irvin J; Weiiand, Peter 
Cc: Martin-Artajo, Javier X; Macris, Achilies 0; Kalim^is, Evan 
Subject; FW: Breach of firm var 


Irv & Pete 

Below please find details of the VaR limit breach. The VaR increase is driven by tore Credit (tranche) in EMEA. The VaR has 
increased steadily since the end of December as positions in CDXHY on-the-run indices have been added to the portfolio to 
balance the book, which has been taken longer risk since the expiry of CDX.HY.il 3Y positions which matured 21 Dec 2011. 

Key Points: - • 

1. The Increase in VaR is largely attributed to increased short risk positions in CDX.HY indices - which we have discussed 
w/the desk and which were added specifically to reduce the outright long CSOl profile of the book (as we are 
additionaliy over the MtM CSOl limit and aaively reducing this risk to move within the $5MM CSDl threshold) 

2. We are reviewing the details of the current VaR number and actively working with the desk to reduce the current VaR 
based on current marginals, while continuing to address the CSOl as above; N.B. the action taken thus far has further 
contributed to the Positive Stress benefit In the Credit Crisis (Large flattening Sell-off) for this portfolio which has 
Increased from +$1.4bio to +Sl.6bio from 17-19 Jan. 

3. We are in late stages of model approval for full revaluation which will have the effect reducing the standalone VaR for 
Core Credit from circa $96MM to approx S70MM - impact analysis on the marginal contribution to the Firm Is ongoing 
and will be distributed latertoday. 

1 expect that we will resolve through active risk management the breach of VaR limit using current method over the next two 
trading sessions, depending on liquidity. 

Furthermore, I belfevethat the process of model approval is nearing completion and that this will be implemented in the next 
l-2wks In production. 

My recommendation therefore is that we do not address, nor upsize the limit for CIO - but that we continue to work in 
partnership with the desk to manage to the current $95mm limit over the next two to three trading sessions - and that we 
discuss further with the model review group (MRG) today the schedule for completion of approval of the new model with a 
view toward implementation next week if possible. My team and I are disaggregating strategy level marginal VaR (reported 
daily) to the level of position / instrurrrent level marginal VaR to provide the desk with precise list of actions that can be taken 
to most effectively reduce VaR while maintaining balance of other risk measures. This will be complete by mid-afternoon 
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London time today. 

Evolution of Current VaR uslne production model: 
dd:imageO01.pngi®DlCCD767.766510C0 


H' 


The details of the drrvereoftheVaR increases, using current model for measurement are as follows: 

JorlS to Jonl9 (from 594.7mm to S98.6mm} ■ *$3.8wfn move: 

1) +4mm from Stg ISD - Jncreaseil HY14 ~ HY16 short dsk position by $1.075bn 

tart17 to JanIS (from S91.Smm to S94 7mmt *53mm move: 

1) tZmm from Stg 18US - increased 1617 5Y short risk position by $2.2Sbn 

2) +lfnm from Stg 14EU - Irrcreased Itraw h1N16 bng rWc portion t»v $785rnm ' 

Janie to Jan] 7 /from S96mm to SSl.Bmm) - f^mml move: 

1) -4mm from Stg ISO : Reduced HY17 Indea short risk position by SUbn 

JanOS to Janie f from S93mm to S9€mmt-*S3mm move: 

1) +3mm from Stg ISO 

Increase in HY index short risk portions of $Utm (HY14S300mm, HY15 $250mm, HYIS S^SOmrrv HY17 SsOmm) 

2) +2mm frontStg 13US 

increase in l€9 lOV Index long risk by $6.7bn 
increase if> 1Q17 SY short risk positlofi by $3.0bn provides diversification 
3} +lmm from Stg UEU 

Decrease in MN9 SY Index lor^ risk positiotr by $7.2Sbn 

Decrease in MN Outright Index short positions provide diversification (51S-S16 S/lOY - net decrease of 

S775mm 

4) -3mm from worst day rolkrfft (S***, 19*^ and 29* days) 



1} Stg 15D Sl4mm (increased short risk positions across HY14-HY17 by $2.G5bn) 

2} Stg ISUS $lmm 

3) Stg 27D S2rnm (reduced Long risk posin HYIO 7Y+ Price tightening in recent weeks meant that this position 
delivered positive offset on worst days 

4) Note: 14EU does have a rret increase in X016 pos by S260mm but increase in MNlSlong risk pos by S2.0fan more 
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than offeets the var moves from XO. 


From: Goldman, Irvin J 
Sent: 20 :anuary 2012 03:08 
To: Stephan, Keith; Weiiand, Peter 

Cc MmjIs, Achilles 0; Martin-Artajo, Javier X; Kalimtgis, Evan 
Subject Breach of firm var 

All, 

This is the third consecutive bread: notice ( below) that has gone to Jamie and OC members. We need to get Ina 
specific answers to the cause of the breach, how it vdll be resolved and by when. She requested the answers today - 
Friday and would like Achilles and Javier to vett the international credit explanations. 

Irv 


Redacted by the Permanent 
Sabcommittee on investigations 


Firmwide 95% lOQ VaR 

• The Firm’s 95% lOQ VaR as of cob 01/18/2012 has increased by $5mm from the prior day's' VaR to $138mrn and 
has breached the $1 25mm Firm VaR limit for the third consecutive day. 

• CIO's 95% lOQ VaR as of cob 01/18/2012 has increased by$7nimfi«ni the prior day's VaR to $102mm and has ' 
breached the $95mm CIO VaR limit for the third consecutive day. 

• The increase in the Firm’s VaR is primarily driven by an overall redaction in diversification benefit across the Firm 
and position changes in CIO and MSR. 

■ Each LOB’S contribution to the Finn's $138mm VaR (as shown by m arginal VaR) are: IB SjUPHBHB 

|CIO (SSSmm mVaR, prim arily driven by 

htemationa! credit trandie book), I^S Equity | ^ 

landTSSI 


he stand alone VaR for each LOB are as follows; IB | 

limit), RFS is| 

ind AV 


■Private Equity is| 


y is $102mm (vs. $95mm 


lOQ Externally Disclosed VaR 

The below table shows the 95% lOQ VaR for the current quarter compared with the prior quarter and the 
corresponding quarter of prior year. 


Please contact the MRM External Reporting team with any questions. 
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From: Martin-Artajo, Javier X <javierx.martin-artajo@jpmorg3n.com> 

Sent: Mon, 23 Jan 2012 09:58:33 GMT 

To; Hagan, Patrick S <patrick,s.hagan@jpmorgan.com> 

Subject: CIO VaR 


FYi . Dual plan as discussed keep the pressure on our ^nds In Mode! Validation and QR . 


From; Hogan, 3ohn 3. 

Senb 20 3anuatY 2012 23:15 
To; Goldman, Irvin 3 
Cc Drew, Ina; Macris, Achilles 0 
Subject: Re: QO VaR 

OK thx ifv. Good weekend! 


From: Goldman, Irvin 3 
To: Hc^an, 3ohn 3. 

Cc: Drew, Ina; Macris, Achilles 0 
Sent: Fri 3an 20 17:27:09 2012 
Subject: QO VaR 

John, 

Achides and I have reviewed the GO limit breach for the past four days. GO has been managing a dual 
process of increasing overall credit spread protection while managing Basel ill RWA targets. The action taken thus far has 
further contributed to the Positive Stress benefit in the Credit Crisis (large Flattening Sell-off} for this portfolio which has 
increased from +$1.4bio to 4-$l.6blo and created higher VaR resulting in the breach period. 

Tv/o important remedies are being taking to reduce VAR and have CIO get well within Its limits while continuing to manage for 
Basel III RWA. 

1. position offsets to reduce Var are happening daily. 

2. Most importantly, a new improved Var modd that CIO has been developing is in 

the near term process of getting approved by MR6 and is expected to be implemented by the end of the 
January.. 

The estimated impact of the new VaR model based on Jan 18 data will be a CIO VAR reduction 
in the tranche book bv 44% to 57mm. with CIO being wetl under its overall limits. 


Itv 

Irvin Ggidman! J-P-Morgan j ChieiTnvcstmeni Office 1270 Park Avc. 1 B Tel:*! 212 834 2331 ( 53 irvin.i.poldman<g;mmcha5e.cQm 
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From: Hogan, John J. <JohnJ.Hogan@ipmorgan.com> 

Sent: Sat, 28 Jan 2012 16:19:28 GMT 

Bacon, Ashley <Ashley.Bacon@jpmorgan.com>; Goldman, Irvin J 
<irvin.j.goldman@jpmchase.com> 

Subject: Re: CIO VaR heads up and update 


Thx and can you guys compare notes wi any methodology difference btwn IB and CIO and let me know what you find? Thx, John 


From: Bacon, Ashley 

To; Hogan, John J.; Goldman, Irvin J 

Sent; Sat Jan 28 11:15:12 2012 

Subject: Re; QO VaR heads up and update 

If this change is what I think it is (full reval credit p&l calculation for the shocks derived from the VaR days, instead of 
sensitivities times shocks), then the IB is already on the new methodolc^ so no change for us. 

I witi confirm, and let you know if not. 


From: Hogan, John J. 

Sent: &turday, January 28, 2012 03:43 PM 
To; Goldman, Irvin J; Bacon,- Ashley 
Subject: Re: OO VaR heads up and update 

Is this change in methodcrfogy applicable to IB‘s VaR as well. What was the primary change that we made? Thx, John 


From: Goldman, Irvin J 
To: Hogan, JohnJ.; Drew, Ina 
Sent: Fri Jan 27 13:35:40 2012 
Subject; QO VaR heads up and update 


From: Stephan, Keith 

Sent: Friday, January 27, 2012 1:30 PM 

To: Goldman, Irvin J; Weiland, Peter 

Cc: KaSmtgis, Evan; Martin-Artajo, Javier X; Naals, Achilles 0; Lee, Janet X; Chandna, Sameer X 
Subject U^ate on •old/current methodology VaR* Increase for COB 27 Jan 
Importance: High 


Final VaR vectors globally 

have not been processed yet for COB 26 Jan, however aO Is over its temporary limit, and could cause the Firm to do the 
same. As such! wanted to communicate this toyoutoerisureweareall on the same page about what is happening. 


The *old methodology* currently in production: VaR has increased by +$3mm, to $107.6mm driven by Increase in CDX !6 59 
lOY index long risk (+1.8bio notional). This is consistent w/ the VaR increases of the last several days, under the old 
methodology, wherein the VaR increases approx 1mm per billion of notional in IG9 lOy. ! estimate this wii! put QO Globa! 
over its temporary $110mm limit and probably closer to $115mm— note: not all vectors globally are loaded yet for the 26 Jan 
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cob -SO I'm estimating here. This means that the formal notification of limit excess will be generated and distributed to you 
for approval. 


Importantly, for the same COB 2G January, the •new / full revaliration methodology* shows VaR decreased (S1.3MM) from 
70.8mm to 69.5mm. 1 estimate that this would make ClOglobalVAR closer to S76MM vs. the currently reported number 
>$115. 




We have completed all technology changes to support the daily jyoduction of the VaR under new methodology beginning 
from Monday. 


Thanks and please let me know if you have any questions. 


Keith 


Keith Stephan 
Chief Investment Office 

JPMorgan Chase 

100 Wood Street, London, EC2V 7AN 
Tel 8: +44(0)207 325 8812 
Mob 9; +44(0)759 592 1539 
Email E: keith.stmhaniaiomQraan.com 
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From: Dev, Ashish K <ashfsh.k.dev@jpmchase.CDm> 

Sent: Mon, 30 Jan 2012 16:50:13 GMT 

To: Weiland, Peter <peter.weiiand@jpmchase.com> 

CC; Rajesh, Govindan X <goN^ndan.rajed>@jpmchase.co(n> 

Sutqecb RE: draft of the MRG review of the HVAR m^hodology for the CIO core credit books 



Peie - i talked to Rajesh and we agree that the new VaR is a clear improvement over the production version. 
Please go ahead with the imf^ementation of the new HVaR methodology for the CIO credit books. Best regards! 
Ashish. 


From: Weiland, Peter 

Sent: Monday, January 30, 2012 11:40 AM 
To: Dev, Ashish K 

Cc Rajesh, Govindar> X; Stephan, Keith; Goldman, Irvin 3; Lee, Jaiet X; Chandra, Sameer X 
Subjed: RE: draft of Che MRG review of the HVAR methodology to the OO core credit books 

1 just sat with Rajesh to discuss. Ashish we tried to c^l you but I guess you were away from your desk. 

Wearegoingtoproceed with the new VaR vector. Rajesh will endeavor lodlstribute a new version of the approval 
document, but he has gotten some comfort from the data that he received from Pat this morning that Numerix and West End 
agree. 

in any event the new VaR is a clear improvement over the production version, which helps to make us comfortable with the 
decision. 

Best, 

Pete 

Peter Weiland 
Tel: +1 2 12 834 5549 

From: Dev, Ashish K 

Sent: Monday, January 30, 2012 10:43 AM 
To: Welland, Peter 
Cc Rajesh, Govindan X 
Subject: RE; draft of the MRG review of the HVAR methodology to the GO Hire aedit bcxilcs 

Pete - 1 beReve you have been looking for me. I am sony I had a 6:30AM meebng outside the office which went on 
past the 10AM end. I did not get a chance to talk to Rajesh either. But my view is that if January tests look eO right, 
we should go ahead and implement the new model even before the MRG review is completed. Regards! Ashish. 

From; Weiland, Peter 

Sent Monday, January 30, 2012 7:40 AM 

To: Oev, A^KSh K 

Subject PW: draft of the MRG review of the HVAR methodology to the QO core credit books 
Hi Ashish - 
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[>o you have any thoughts on this matter? i don't know how material the requested testing note is to the validity of the VaR, 
but if possible we would like to move forward with the new VaR, wh'ich sa significant improvement on the production 
version. 

I have reminded Pat of the urgency of producing the testing note. 

Please let me know if we can proceed with this important upgrade. 


Thanks, 

Pete 

Peter Welland 



From: Rajesh, Govindan X 

Sent; Friday, January 27, 2012 10:59 AM 

To; Wdland, Peter; Dev, Ashlsh K 

Subject: RE: draft of the MRG res^ of the HVAR methodology for the aO core credit books 
Pete, 

I guess this is a question for Ashish. 

Ashish, 

We've circulated a draft of the review, but it will take anothercoupleofdays to publish, since we are waiting for one 
additional testing note from Pat. Do you think it Is OK for QO togoRve today? 

Rajesh 


• Redacted by the PermaDcnt 
Subcomnrtteeon InvestigatloBs 


From: Wetland, Pete 

Sent: Friday, January 27. 2012 10:48 AM 

To: Rajesh, GovirKlan X 

Subject: Re: draft of the MRG review of the HVAR methodofogy for the QO core crecfit books 


Can we start using today? 
Peter Welland 
JPMorgan 
o: *i 212 834 5549 


m: -r-l 


« Redacted by the Permanent 
Sabeoromittee on Investigations 


From: Rajesh, Govindan X 
Sent: Friday, January 27, 2012 09:39 AM 
To; Stephan, Keith; Pirjol, Dan 
Cc: W^nd, Peter; Hagan, Patrick S 

Subject: RE: draft of ^ MRG review of the HVAR methodology for the OO core credit books 


PS; we're still wafting for the testing note showing that the pricer used for VaR matches the Numerix model. Of course, we'lj 
update the review to make it clear that an in-depth review of that wili bedone separately. 


Rajesh 
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From: Rajesh, Govfndan X 

Sent: Friday, January 27, 2012 9;3B AM 

To: Ste^irfian, Keith; Pirjoi, Dan 

Cc Wetland, Peter; Hagan, Patrtdi S; Martin-Artajo, Javier X; Shen, Oaries; Bangia, Anil K; Qiristcsy, Jean-FrancXs A; Scott, Brian 
GO 

Sublet: RE; draft (rf the MRG retriew rf the HVAR methodology far the QO core credit books 

Thanks Keith. The lasts were actually recommendations, not action plans, but it Is good to have committed timelines on 
them. 


Regarding the secorvl AP, could year confirm that forilfiqoid series with material exposures, you will use the Credit Hybrids 
risk mapping tool to map them to the on-the-runs? 


Thanks, 

Rajesh 


From: Stephan, Keith 

Sent: Frkl^, January 27, 2012 9:29 AH 

To: Piijol, Dan; Ra}e^, Gcmndan X 

Cc Welland, Peter; Hagan, Patrkk S; Martin-Artajo, Javier X; Shen, Charles; Bangia, Anil K; Christory, Jean-Francois A; Scitt, Brian 
GO 

Subject FW: draft (X the MRG tejkw cX the HVAR methodology for the QO core credit books 
Importance: High 

Hi Dan and Rajesh 

Please can you review the below action plan responses which I hopewillsatisly final approval of the model? Importantly, I 
anticipate that point one (automation / industrialization) will be delivered by Monday a.m. as the team are well ahead of 
schedule - this work has been happening in the background through the testing phase, i've tried to put reasonable estimates 
around each of the points below - and given the priorily of this initiative, I would suggestthat eachwii! be completed with 
dedicated focus, and I would envision that we will deliver more quickly than the (worst-case) timelines I've provided below. 

Happy to discuss if you need further information. 

Thanks 

Keith 


o Opi>rniinnal rixk. The VaR computation is currently done ofT spreadsheets using a manual process. Thus 
it is error prone, and not easily scalable. 

o ACTION PLAN; CIO should upgrade the inbastructure to enable the VaR calculation (o be automated, 
and less subject to operational errors. Item Owner: Patrick Hagan, CompleHon Date: TBD 
o 

The MRM coverage team, technology and QR resources have Htentrfled an implementation plan, and will be working through 
the weekend of 29 Jan 2012 to complete automation required to run the VaR simulation daily, and to store results and vectors 
in a database. The MRM coverage team has agreed andStA {service-level agreement) with the analytics team to produce the 
vector by lOhOO GMT dally, to provide time to analyse results andto ensure quality control before upload to MaRRS. 

Estimated completion; Tuesday 31 January 2012. (Owner: Samir Patel, Patrick Hagan) 
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0 ACTION PLAN: CIO should establish a process to monitor the size of the positions with exposure to the 
illiquid time series, and if the exposures are materia! should risk map the positions to on^he-^J^ time 
series. Item Owner: Patrick Hagan, Completion Date; TBD 

The MRM coverage team, and QR resources have agreed an action |rian to 1 } define 'illiquid instruments' and 2) to monitor 
size of exposure to iltiquid instruments on the basis of CSOl and Corrl?* sensitivies. Where exposures to illiquid instruments 
exceed agreed thresholds, instruments will be mapped to 'on-the-run (correlation) series' instruments' time-series {currentlv 
nX-MN S9, CDX.IG 59, and CDX.HY S9) consistent with maritet convention, and the IB Credit Hybrids business. Estimated 
completion: Friday 24 February 2012. {Owner Julien Grout, Sameer Chanda) 


o ACTION PLAN: CIO should re-examine the data quality and explore alternative data sources. For days 
with large discrepancies between dealer marks and IB marks, the integrity of the data used for HVAR 
calculation should be v^fied. 

The MRM coverage team, and QR resources will compare market data time-series history vs. DataQuery, and dealer-marks. 
This process has been conducted previously, and wii! be re-visited to ensure the integrity of time-series. Given illiquidity of 
certain instrumentation, and especially in cases where OO maintains positbns in instruments where IB Credit Hybrids may 
not, we have found irreguiar patterns in DataQuery data, and amended our market data / time-series to reflect Dealer mid 
marks. An action plan to perform periodic review of time-series vs. DataQuery and dealer-marks has been agreed, to ensure 
on-goir^g continuity of time-series history. The team wlB conduct a regular, lx monthly review of time-series, attended by 
Front Office, MRM coverage, and QR resources to discuss discrepancies. Ofeaepandes which cannot be resohed will be 
escalated to the QO Valuation Control Group for independent verification of prices / spreads. Further, in cases where time- 
series have been overridden by comm’ittee or by Valuation Control Group, the team will put forward an action plan to ensure 
adequate control, record-keeping and audit trail for lime-series amendments which deviate from DataQuery. Estimated 
completion: Friday 24 February 2012. (Owner Keith Stephan, JuDen Grout) 

o ACTION PLAN: For the purpose of capital cakulation at firm-wide level, the QO risk measures 
including VaR will have to aggregated wWt the risk metrics of the IB portfblio.For consistency the 
VaR methodologies used by the two groups most be reasonably similar. Wc recommend that CIO 
investigates using absolute daily changes for the base correlations, similar to the methodology adopted 
in IB. 


The MRM coverage team, and QR resources will compare the current relative shifts in base correlation vs. the absolute shifts. 
This is e medium-term action plan target, and given estimated work-load may require a number weeks to complete. An action 
plan to review the results vrill be agreed between MRM coverage, QR resources and Front Office. The findings of that study 
will be published to Model Review Group, and will form the baste of further discussion, related to course of action, 
practtcabUhy, and resonableness of a move toward absolute base correlation shifts. If it is determined at the conclusion of 
the study, that a move to absolute correlation shifts is required, a further action plan will be established to commence the 
project to make this variation in computation and market data collection. Estimated completion: Friday 27 April 2012. 
(Owner: Patrick Hagan, Keith Stephan, Julien Grout) 


From: Pirjol, Oan 

Sertb 2S January 2012 19:33 

To: Hagan, F^bi^ S; Weiland, Peter; Stephan, Keith; Bangla, Ar^ K; Besin, Jean-Francois X 
Cc; Rajesh, Govindan X; Shen, Charles; Scott, Brian OQ 

Subject draft of the MRG review of the HVAR methodology for the QO core oedit books 

An, 
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please find attached a first draft of the MRG res^wof theHVARmethodotogyforthe OOcore credit books. Please send me 
your comments and suggestions by the end of the 
day Friday .lan.27. 

Pat, please let me know if you agree with the formulation of the actkm plans, and what are your suggested completion dates. 

Best regards. 

Dan 
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From: Martin- Artajo, Javier X <javier.x.martiii-artajo@ipmorgan.com> 
Sent: Wed, 18 Apr 2012 21:51:26 GMT 

To: Hagan, Patrick S <patrick.s.hagan@jpmorgan.com>- 

S’-Nect: Fw: CIO VaR 


What happened here ? 


From: Stephan, Keith 

Sent; Wednesday, April IB, 2012 08:03 PM 
To: Macris, AcJiilte 0; Martin-Artajo, Javier X 
Cc: Weiland, Peter 
Subject: FW: ao VaR 


FYl -we discovered an issue related to the VAR market data used in the caicutation which we need to discuss. This means 
our reported standalone var for the five business days In the period 10- 16th April was understated by apprx SlOmm. This 
increases our marginal contribution to the Firm by $3.5mm. The unfortunate part is the firm is running close to its limit {CiO 
is within it's limit as it stands) and this will put the firm over. Which Is something Pete is going to explain to Irv, Ashley, et 
al. as it will require approval / one-off limit extension / or permanent var limit increase for the Firm. 

The market data used by Pat / Samir in the methodology for revaluation of the VAR was not inclusive of the major moves of 
10 april that caused the realized pnl of -395mm. We have corrected this - and I’m investigating how / why this happened. 

StandakmeSynawticCreditVaR 10/04/2012 11/04/2012 12/04/2012 13«>4/2012 16/040012 17/04/2012 

HVaR-95 Uploaded 55,040,398 55,056,312 55,150,605 58,812,234 50.120.859 54.146.239 

K 15 Restated by OR 65,598.296 66,502,453 64,193.746 66,404,469 66.653.160 

VSi.jIff 10.757.898 11,444,171 9,013,141 9,592,236 9,732,501 


Thanks 

Keith 


Frwn: Stephan, Keith 
Sent: 18 April 2012 18:02 
Tb: Welland, Peter 
Cc: htan, George KB 
Subject: FW: GO VaR 

Hi Pete- we have been going through the market data related to the realized pn! of 10 april {-$395mm)as thiswas not 
properly reflected in our market data environment for the VaR historical simulation. We have corrected the simulated pnl 
for the 10th April to be consistent with the mkt moves that drove the Pnl on that date. The restated P&L vector for cob 10- 
Apr was included in toda/s cob 17-Apr VaR submission. 

This loss increased Synthetic Credit / CIO Var by SSmm and marginal VaR contribution to Firm by $3. 7mm assuming all VaR 
feeds are now in the latest snapshot. 
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- Redacted by the Permanent 
Subcommittee on Investigatioas 


From: Hagan, Patrick S 

Sent: Thu, 22 Dec 201 1 13:39:05 GMT 

To: Grout. Julien G <julien.g.grout@jpmchase.com> 

Subject; FW: RWA - Tranche Book 


Original Message 

From; Drew, Ina 

Sent: Thursday, December 22, 201 1 1:06 PM 
To: Marlin-Artajo, Javier X; Wil mot, John 

Cc; Maoris, Achilles 0; macris@f|||B||||||||miPcsi1, Bmno M; Hagan, Patrick S 
Subject: RE: RWA - Tranche Book 

Can you break out the cost again please of each 
13 bi). 

1 bil hg 
1 bil clomtm 

Original Message 

From; Marlin-Artajo, Javier X 

Sent: Thursday, December 22, 201 1 8:00 AM 

To: Drew, Ina; Wilmot, John « 

Cc; Maoris, Achilles 0; macris@(B^IHB^ Iksi), Bruno M; Hagan, Patrick S 
Subject; RE: RWA - Tranche Book 

CLOs and Tranches MTM SAA . HG Mandate APS SAA . 

Will come back with total cost under normal trading and 90 days window . 


— Original Measage 

From: Drew, Ina 

Sent;22December2011 12;<49 

To: Manin-Artajo, Javier X; Wil mot, John 

Cc: Maoris, Achilles 0; macris@VliH^IBBilksil, Bruno M; Hagan, Patrick S 
Subject: Re: RWA - Tranche Book 

Total cost including hg and c!o. (All in trading not saa, correct?) 

Original Message 

From: Manin-Artajo, Javier X 
To: Drew, Ina; Wilmot, John 

Cc: Macris, Achilles O; macris@|HIHIIIiHBlhsiI, Bruno M; Hagan, Patrick S 
Sent: Thu Dec 22 07:d6:36 201 1 
Subject; RWA - Tranche Book 
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Ina/John 


We are in a position to reduce 1 5 Bln by end of Q1 by : 

- Reducing Tranche Book 13 Bln 

- Reducing CLO Book 1 Bln ( as per the CLO conversation ) 

- Reducing HG Book 1 Bln ( as per ourHG Bank conversation) 


Tranche Book 

Under normal circunnstancesthe Credit Derivatives Book will reduce three months of duration , 
expire the March rolls , improve both the Capital CRM and VAR/Stress numbers , and will 
require some further reductions and optimizatitMi in the actual position ratios . 

The estimates of reductions will be : 


Model reduction QR CRM ( acknoledged already ) 5 ( Pat estimate) 

Mode! reduction QR VAR 0.5 ( Pat estimate) 

Model Reduction QR Stress 1.5 (Pat estimate) 

Reduction for duration shortening 1 Actual 
Book Optimization 3 Estimate 
Book Reduction 2 Trading reduction 

TOTAL 1 3 Billion RWA end Q 1 201 2 

The actual cost for these reductions will probably lower than 1 00 MM if the Book Reduction 
needed and is limited to reducing the Book after all the previous changes in three Strategies ( See 
attachment if needed ) . 

This does not include the challenging but benefit of getting the actual diversification value that 
currently QR is not asigning to CIO and will be part of our effort to convince QR/Risk/CFO of 
the merits of this benefit . We will need to plan for a New York deep dive coordination with Risk 
Management , Finance and QR for end of January/B^inning of February . 


Regards 

Javier 
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Original Message 

From: Drew, Ina 

Sent; 22 December 201 1 00:55 

ToiMartin-Artajo, Javier X; macris@BiBB^HBi 

Cc: Wilmot, John 

Subject: Rwa 

We are running an additional rwa reduction scenario. Can u send John and I a scenario whereby 
the tranche book and other trading assets are reduced by an incremental 1 5 bil in the first 
quarter? Not a stress scenario, so assuming normal (whatever that is now - not year end) 
liquidity. Pis list by trading strategy, ie; credit tranche, other trading positions, with cost estimate 
- (background; trying to work with ccar submission for firm that is acceptable for an increased 
buyback plan). Need in early ny morning - 
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From: Weiland, Peter < peter. wei!and@jpmchase.com> 

Sent: Fri, 02 Mar 2012 21:31:43 GMT 

To: Martin-Artajo, Javier X <javler.x.martln-artajo@ 3 pmorgan.com> 

Goldman, Irvin J <irvin.j.g 0 idman@ 3 pmchase.com>; EnReld, Keith 
CC; <Keith.Enfietd@ 3 pm 0 rgan.com>; St^han, Keith <keith.stephan@jpmorgan.com>; Hagan, 

Patricks <patrick.s.hagan@jpmorgan.com>; Wilmot, John <JOHN.WILMOT@jpmorgan.com> 
Subject: Fw; CIO CRM resuits 


Javier- 

We got some CRM numbers and they look like garbage as far as ! can tell, 2-3x what we saw before. They came from the 
technology guy running the process, so probably QR has not even reviewed the results. 

Obviously a lot of work to be done here. 

Pete 

Peter Weiland 

JPMorgan 

0 : +1212 834 5549 


From: Weiland, Peter 

Sent: Friday, March 02, 2012 03:50 PM 

To: Knig, Kevin 

Cc: Bangia, Anil K; Kabia. Amy A; Enfield, Keith 
Subject: RE: ao CRM results 

Thanks Kevin. We will definitely need to look carefully into these numbers. 


These results, if i understand them, suggest that there are scenarios where the CIO tranche book could lose $S0 in one year. 
That would be very difficult for us to imagine given our own analysis of the portfolio. 


Pete 

PeterWeiland 
Tel: +1 212 834 5549 
Mob; +1 HHHH 


» RcdMtcd by the Permanent 
Subcommjttce on Invcsttgations 


From: Knig, Kevin 

Sent; Friday, March 02, 2012 3:44 PM 
To; Weiland, Peter 

Cc: Bangia, Anil K; Kabia, Amy A; Errfieid, Keith 
Subject: GO CRM results 

Hi Pete, 

5orry for the late response, but 1 wanted to be able to provide some additional information with the numbers, which took 
some lime to pther. As you can see your CRM numbers have increased significantly with the new hierarchy runs, it looks like 
there was already a trend upward that the new numbers are consistent with, although I'm sure that's not the right way to 
look at it. QR is investigating the drivers of the change and will provide further information as it becomes available. The tables 
below show the product counts for the 18^^ of Jan (last dayof oW hierarchy) and the 22"'* of Feb (last completed run with the 
new hierarchy). There were also 4 positions rejected due to missing ccy's on 1/18 and 6 positions rejected on 2/22 due to 
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missing spread curves. These positions can be seen by filtering on the last coiumn of the attached file. You should at least 
make sure that we have al! of your positions. 

Regards, 

Kevin 


CIO CRM 
(SMM) 


Jan 4th 
Jan 11!h 
Jan 18th 
Jan 25tti 
Fsb lat 
Feb 9lh 
FeblSlh 
Feb 22 nd 


Od Hieraftiiy New Hierarchy 
1,966 
2.344 
3,154 

N/A 

5.732 

Needs Re-run 
Needs Re-nin 
6.301 


Count of PCM Product 





Jan 18, 2012 

CDS 

CDSINDEX 

TRANCHE 

Grand Total 

XJCFADX/EUR iNDX 

CRD 

13 

16833 

8445 

25291 


Count of PCM Product 





Fsb 22,2012 

CDS 

CDSINDEX 

TRANCHE 

Grand Total 

Synthetic Credit 

9 

19160 

7758 

26927 
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From: Vigneron, Olivier X <olivier.x.v!gneron@jpinorgan.com> 
Sent: Wed, 07Mar2012 17:08:15 GMT 

To; Venkatakrishnan, CS <cs.venkatakrishnan@jpmorgan.com> 
Subject: RE: New CRM numbers ... 


great thanks 


From: Venkatakrishnan, CS 
Sent: 07 March 2012 16:57 
To: Vigneron, Olivier X 
Subject: RE: New CRM numbers ... 

i wiii ask if you and i can see him on Friday. Venkat 


From: Vigneron, Olivier X 
Sent: 07 March 2012 16:56 
To: Venkatakrishnan, CS; Christory, Jean-Francois A 
Subject: RE: New CRM numbers ... 

I know of him but have not yet met him... 


From; Venkatakrishnan, CS 

Sent: 07 March 2012 16:48 

To: Vigneron, Olivier X; Christory, Jean-Francois A 

Subject: RE: New CRM numbers ... 

Ashley has invited Javier to my meeting with him. I will tell him that this is a priority and mention you, Olivier. Do you 
know Javier? 


From: Vigneron, Olivier X 
Sent: 07 March 2012 16:47 
To; Venkatakrishnan, CS; Christory, Jean-Francois A 
Subject: RE: New CRM numbers ... 

meeting this guy is one of my top priority on CIO side. I need to sharpen my tools before hand but ! am comfortable to 
face Him... 


From; Venkatakrishnan, CS 
Sent: 07 March 2012 16:35 
To: Christory, Jean-Francois A 
Cc: Vigneron, Olivier X 
Subject: FW: New CRM numbers ... 

! am cc'ing the firepower 

We obviously need to address his issues. Has the model been discussed with him? Has he raised this with us before? Or 
is that an example of "institutional inertia" also? ;-) 
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From; Christory, Jean-Francois A 
Sent: 07 March 2012 16:19 
To: Venkatakrishnan, CS 
Subject: FW: New CRM numbers ... 

FYi. Historicaiiy we have not replied to this type of e-mails and worked our way through Pete Weiland on the risk side to 
get comfortable with the positions. We can obviously decide to change the strategy now if we are going to have more 
firepower on the frontlines. 

JF 


From: Hagan, Patrick S 

Sent; Wednesday, March 07, 2012 11:12 AM 

To; Martin-Artajo, Javier X; Weiland, Peter; Iksii, Bruno M; Grout, Julien G 
Cc: Bangia, Ani! K; Christory, Jean-Francois A; Stephan, Kath; Broder, Bruce 
Subject: New CRM numbers ... 

The CRM represents the worst loss over a 12m horizon at the 99.9% confidence level. With their new model, QR is 
reporting that we have a stand atone CRM of roughly 6bn. This is radically higher than the worst loss we see at the same 
confidence level; the loss we see is far below 2bn. 

The worst case scenario as identified by QR at the 1 in a 1000 level is 
CDX HY spreads widen by a factor of 2.02 
CDX !G spreads widen by a factor of 2.37 
ttraxx MN spreads widen by a factor of 3.46 
There are also 3HY defaults, 2 IG defaults, and 4 Itraxx defaults 

Using a top down, full repricing approach, we calculate the 12 month loss in this case as between 2.54bn and 2.78bn, 
depending on various assumptions about the full scenario. Note that QR does not construct the full 12m profit/loss 
under each scenario; instead QR "re-centers'‘ the results. This neglects carry, a key feature of our books. Also, even 
though our book benefits from defaults, by subtracting the mean outcome from the P/L, their calculation gives us event 
risk to defaults. This is why we prefer our approach. 

We see the bad scenarios generated by QR as being much much rarer tiian Indicated in their model. For example, In our 
model, the probability of the spreads widening as in the QR scenario is much less than 1 part in 1000. Under our model, 
the QR scenario is at 

3.76 standard deviations (probability: 0.000084} if we do not include mean reversion in our model 
4.93 standard deviations (probability: 0.000000416) if we do include mean reversion in our model 
Moreover, including the probabities of realizing the defaults indicated in the QR scenario would greatly lowerthese 
probabilities further. 

Suppose we construct the scenario by going in the same direction as the QR scenario, but stopping at the 0.001 
probability level. If we did not model mean reversion, this would yield the scenario 
. CDX HY spreads widen by a factor of 1.79, and there are 3 HY defaults 
CDX IG spreads widen by a factor of 2.0S, and there are 2 IG default 
ttraxx MN spreads widen by a factor of 2.79, and there are 4 itraxx defaults 
This scenario would result in a llmonth loss of around 1.28bn. 

Moreover, if we model mean reversion, then going in the same direction as the QR scenario, but stopping at the 0.001 
probability level would yield the scenario 

CDX HY spreads widen by a factor of 1.57, and there are 3 HY defaults 
CDX IG spreads widen by a factor of 1.73, and there are 2 IG defaults 
Itraxx MN spreads widen by a factor of 2.20, and there are 4 Itraxx defaults 
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This is not a particularly bad scenario for us, with the damage caused by the Itraxx widening being offset by positive 
default payments and CDX widening. It yields a 12m loss of 0.14bn. 

Examination of the path by path data provided by QR makes It appear that QR is using a Gaussian copula model, or some 
variant. This is distrubing. The Gaussian copula model, along with the popular variants, has been thoroughly discredited. 
Reasons cited are: 

• it has no physical or economic basis or justification, 

• it is mathematically inconsistent, 

• it is not arbitrage free, 

• it is a static model, neglecting the dominant risk of the credit markets, 

• it has failed in practice, being commonly cited a one of the proximate causes of hundreds of billions USD losses in the 
industry. 

Let us be clear here; Using the Gaussian copula model for hedging and trading purposes, requires fidelity between the 
model and the market place for relatively small market moves. The Gaussian copula model failed at this task. Hoping 
that the model is somehow valid for extrapolating down to the O.ODl level risks is madness. The only conceivable excuse 
for it is institutional inertia. 


Patricks. Hagan 
Chief investment Office, 

J.P. Morgan 
lOD Wood Street 
London EC2V 7AN 
United Kingdom 

+44 (0)2D 7777 1563 
patrick.s.hagan(5>iDmorgan.com 
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From; Marti n-Artajo, Javier X <javia’JC.martin-aitajo@jpmoTgan.com> 
Sent: Thu, 08Mar2012 12:10:08 GMT 

^ . Drew, Ina <InaX)rew^pmorgan.com>; Maoris, Achilles O 

<achiiles.o.inacris@jp[norgan.com> 

Goldman, Irvin J <irvin.j.goldman@jpmdiase.com>; Wdland, Peter 
■ <peter.weiland@jpmchase.com> 

Subject: RE: CIO CRM results 


Ina, 

IhaveafulipresentationtoexplalntheissuesatSAAtoday . 

The change in notionai is not correct and the CRM is therefore too high . We need to understand better the way 
they are looking at the scenario that creates the CRM and we alsodisagree with them on this. More work In 
progress until we can understand howto improw the number but the if the resuhof an Increase Is due to an 
increase in the long index but riot on the tranches this makes no sense since this is not part of the CFM measure 
and once we reconcile the portfolio this should be very ciear of what we would do . First , go back to the results 
of end of year so that we go to a more neutral position before trying to do what we have done with the 
reduction of RWA due to VAR and StressVAR . ( We are getting positive results here in line with expectations } . 

regards 


From: Drew, Ina 

Sent: 08 March 2012 00:29 

To; Macris, Achilles 0; Martin-Artajo, Javier X 

Cc; Gc^dman, Irvin J; Wetland, Peter 

Subject Pw; CIO CRM results 

Not consistant with your take. Let's discuss thurs. 


Frcun: Venkatakrishnan, CS 

To: Drew, Ina; Hogan, John J.; Bacon, Ashley; Goldman, Irvin J; Welland, Peter 
Sent: Wed Mar 07 19:12:25 2012 
Su^ect: Fw: CIO CRM results 

ina, 

There are two related issues. The first is the $3bn inaease in CRM RWA between Jan and Feb, from $3.1bn to 
$6.3bn. The second is that your group believes thatthe absolute level of CRM RWA we calculate was high to 
begin with in Jan. The second question requires us to explain our models to the satisfaction of your team. I am In 
tondon and spoke with Javier today and we will make this an urgent matter. 

Based on our models, though, we believe that the $3bn increase in RWA is entirely explained by a S33bn 
notional increase in short protection (long risk) in your portfolio between Jan and Feb. See table below. 

Peter Weiland and your mid-office confirm this $33bn notional increase In long index risk. Further we both agree 
that this position change results in a change of about $150mm (a decrease) in 10%CSW. Per our models, a 
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roughly 10% capital charge ($3 bn) on this $33bn increase in risk is reasonable. 

Also^ to be dear, there has been no model change on our end; the change in RWAfor tranches has hardly 
changed over the month. 


I understand that we need to build your confidence In our models themselves biit, given our models, we believe 
the increase in R WA is well explained by the build up ki your risk positions. 


I will call you tomorrow from London to follow up, but you can reach me at 917 


Thanks, 

Venkat 


-- Redacted by the Permanent 

Subcommittee on Invratigatioos 


From: Bangia, Anil K 

Sent: Wednesday, March 07. 2012 06;3S PM 
To: Venkatakrishnan, CS 
Subject: ao CRM results 


SUndalMiA CRM 



<tMM) 


NetNoUonalitMM) 


Po^oti Count 


Jan 1»th 

Fab 3^6 

Jmiatlt Pad 22 nd 

PoaMon 

JmiaOt 

FeP 22 n- 

AH cm Posltens 

1154 

e.3Dt 


Inc/Base 

25J291 

26,91 

Index CDS: Alt PosOTorts 

2.D4S 

e.224 



16,833 

19,16 

index CDS: Correnon Pasittons 

651 

646 



15617 

1581 

Index CDS; Rolloff Po^ors* 

4,0ST 


66.0&1 


1,016 


Ifdex CDS: New Poefttons 


6.S79 

n.ei8 

33,527 


3.34 

Index Tranche; AH PosMons 

2,B14 

2,816 



6,445 

7.7£ 

Index Tranche; Common Poafllons 

1.672 

2.174 



7,334 

7,32 

Index TrarKha; Roltcir Poaltorts' 

Irxlex Tranche: New Positiora 

1,484 

1.416 



1,111 

42 


* lrKli^421 Outnniy PCM Trades trtet were removed (rom PCM teed (4 CDS/Z27 Index COSA90 Tranches) 
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From: Hagan, Patrick S <patrick, s.hagan@jpmorgan.com> 

Sent: Wed, 21 Mar 2012 12:10:40 GMT 

Goldman, Irvin J <irvin.j.goldman@jpmchase.com>; Stephan, Keith <keith.stephan@jpmorgan.com>; 
Venkatakrishnan, CS <cs-venkatakrishnan@jpmorgan.com>; Christo^, Jean-Francois A <jean- 
francois.christory@jpmorgan.com>; Bangia, Anil K <aniI.k.bangia@jpmorgan.com>; Broder, Bruce 
<bruce.broder@jpmorgan-Com>; Enfield, Keith <Keith.Enfieid@jpmorgan.com> 

Martin-Artajo, Javier X <javier.x,martin-artajo(^pmorgan.com>; Weiland, Peter 
' <peter,weiland@Jpmchase.com>; Pat Hagan <pathaganl954@yahoo.com> 

Subject: Optimizing regulatory capita] 


To optimize the firm-wide capital charge, I believe we should optimize the split between the tranche and index books. 
The bank as a whole may be leaving S6.3bn on the table, much of which may be recoverable. 

Here is the situaton: 



total 

IB 

CIO 

Alternative CRM floor; 

S41.7bn 

$28.3 

$13.4 

Model CRM: 

S35.4bn 

$18.3 

$15.6 

Effective CRM 

$41.7bn 

$28.3 

$13.5 


IRC $18.75 


Note that the effective CRM is currently controlled by the Alternative CRM fioor. We should be able to move some 
directional trades out of the index book (to lower the IRC charge), and into the tranch book. This should increase the 
model CRM, but not the alternative CRM. intuitively, the optimum split would have the Mode! CRM and Floor CRM 
nearly equal. 

1 think QR is in a unique position to perform this optimization. Here’s what I think can be done. 

a) the split between the index book (subject to IRC) and the tranch book (subject to CRM) should be a theoretical split, a 
matter of labeling for the capital calculations. If there is a natural split which helps us think about the positions, that's 
different, but for the purposes of the capital calculation, the books should be combined and split on the optima! basis; 

b) if X our suggested index-only portfolio that is split off the combined book, then the theoretical split would be 

New tranch + hedge book = Old combined book - aX, 

New index book = aX, 

where "a" would be 100% if we'd guessed the correct amount of directional hedges to remove from the combined book. 
But the idea would be for QR to find the value of "a” which results in the minimum post-diversification captial charge for 
the bank as a whole. With the capabilities shown to me by QR, i believe that they can accomplish this quite readily. The 
idea would be for them to do the optimization every week when they calculate the charges. (Who gets the savings is a 
different discussion.) QR may have the capacity to put this in place by quarter end. 

c) Our book has four main axes. The eventual aim would be to provide QR with four index-only portfolios U, V, X, Y and ■ 
create the theoretical portfolios: 

New tranch + hedge book = Old combined book • aU - bV - cX - dY 
New index book = aU + bV -i- cX.+ dY 

Each week when QR calculates the firm's regulatory capital, they would have the additional task of determining the 
optimum coefficients a, b, c, and d which results in the minimum RWA for IRC + CRM. The other components of 
regulatory capital, historical Var and stress Var, aren't affected by the split, so this would be the optima! capital charge. 
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The new rules have too many arbitrary factors of three for the regulatory capita! to rationally reflect our risks, i don’t 
think we should treat this as regulatory arbitrage. Instead we should treat the regulatory capital calculation as an 
exercise of automatically finding the best results of an immensely arbitrary and complicated formula. 

Patricks. Hagan 
Chief Investment Office, 

J.P. Morgan 
100 Wood Street 
London EC2V 7AN 
United Kingdom 

+44 {0)20 7777 1563 

Patrick. s.hagan@jpmorgan, com 


CONFIDENTIAL TREATMENT REQUESTED BY J.P. MORGAN CHASE & CO. 


JPM-CIO-PSI 0011026 



790 


EXCERPTS FROM 

TRANSCRIPT OF AUDIO RECORDING PRODUCED 
TO THE PERMANENT SUBCOMMITTEE ON INVESTIGATIONS 

Date: March 21, 2012 Telephone Call 

Parties: Anil Bangia, Patrick Hagan 
Bates Number: JPM-CIO-PSI-A 0000089 


Mr. Bangia: I think, the, the email that you sent out, I think there is a, just FYI, there is a 
bit of sensitivity around this topic. So — 

Mr. Hagan: There, there is a lot of sensitivity. 

Mr. Bangia: Exactly, so I think what I would do is not put these things in email. 

Mr. Hagan: That’s exactly what I was told. Javier, Javier is the guy that asked me to 
send out the email this morning. And then he found out from, from Pete and - yeah, and 
he found out from some — and Irv that this is . . . 

Mr. Bangia: Yeah, yeah, I wouldn’t put this you know in ... . 
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EXCERPTS FROM 

TRANSCRIPT OF AUDIO RECORDING PRODUCED 
TO THE PERMANENT SUBCOMMITTEE ON INVESTIGATIONS 


Date: March 21,2012 Telephone Call 

Parties: Patrick Hagan, Anil Bangia 
Bates Number: JPM-CIO-PSl-A 0000090 


Mr. Hagan: Hi Anil, this is Pat. 

Mr. Bangia: Hi Pat. 

Mr. Hagan: Um, you know that email that I should not have sent? 

Mr. Bangia: Um hum. 

Mr. Hagan: Have you read it? Is that a feasible thing to do or is that impossible? 

Mr. Bangia: Well it’s, in some ways it’s somewhat feasible, once we have a bit more of 
[indecipherable] development. So, a lot of the IRC tools that I was showing you are 
really based on a new model that is not in production yet. There is an old model that 
Bruce [Broder] has run, so that’s the official model. So that has a very different offline 
manual process that complicates things, 

Mr. Hagan: I see. 

Mr. Bangia: And beyond that it’s a matter of also, how much you guys should do it 
independently versus what, how much we can actually do on optimizing it, right, so, 
there’s that side of that as well. 

Mr. Hagan; Yeah, I mean, the feeling from the risk managers was that . . . treating the 
capital charge is this incredibly complicated mathematical function that we’re, of course, 
going to optimize. And uh, they were less concerned about physically moving things 
from one physical book to another physical book. 

Mr. Bangia: Yeah, Yeah, I think we should also make sure we don’t oversell this in the 
sense that the stability of this, we have to see over time. So I, I would also not quote any 
numbers on how much we think we can save, right? 

Mr. Hagan: Yeah, the thing is I was hoping we could save about half that and that’s got 
to be split between the investment bank and us, so . . . 

Mr. Bangia: Hmm. 

Mr. Hagan; It’s not clear, it’s not clear, 
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Mr. Bangia: Yeah, yeah, it’s not clear. 


2 
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EXCERPTS FROM 

TRANSCRIPT OF AUDIO RECORDING PRODUCED 
TO THE PERMANENT SUBCOMMITTEE ON INVESTIGATIONS 

Date: March 21, 2012 Telephone Call 

Parties: Peter Weiland, Patrick Hagan 

Bates Number: JPM-CIO-PSI-A 000009 1 


Mr. Weiland: I keep getting banged up . . .. I know you’ve had some emails back and 
forth with Venkat and Ani! or whoever on the optimization of the IRC and CRM and 
everything else. Everyone is very, very - 1 told this to Javier the other day but maybe he 
didn’t mention it to you - everyone is very, very sensitive about the idea - writing emails 
about the idea of optimizing - 

Mr. Hagan: I got that sort of mentioned. I’d say it was mentioned to me [laughter], 

Mr. Weiland: OK, so, 1 don’t know, Irv just came by again and said, “Oh, Venkat was 
telling me he got another email from Pat you know 

Mr. Hagan: From me? 

Mr. Weiland: Maybe it’s from a couple of days ago, I don’t know, but .... if you’re 
sensitive to it, that’s all I wanted to know. 

Mr. Hagan: Okay. 

Mr. Weiland: So I think we can talk about, you know, allocation - 

Mr. Hagan: Okay, so nothing about allocation, I understand - 

Mr. Weiland: - Uh, you see, the work of the risk manager has very broad and unclear 
borders sometimes. Anyway - 

Mr. Hagan: - Okay. I did write an email message. I didn’t realize it was sensitive to 
that extent .... Ah, it’ s all mathematics. 

Mr. Weiland: - Yeah, well that’s, you know, the fimniest thing is, the first time that 
someone mentioned it to me I said, you know, ‘I’m sure that Pat just sees this as like a 
math problem, an interesting and a complicated math problem. And all this other crap 
that goes on about, like, the implications of regulatory arbitrage and stuff like that is like, 
completely boring’ [laughter], 

Mr. Hagan: - No it’s not that. I just get annoyed when I see us creating risks when 
there were no risks — 

Mr. Weiland: Yeah, 1 know. 

Mr. Hagan: — that’s aimoying. Ok, I understand the sensitivity. Tell Irv I’m sorry, 
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From: Wilmot, John <JOHN.WILMOT@jpmorgan.com> 

Sent: Tue, 03 Apr 2012 11:45:24 GMT 

To; Drew, Ina <Ina.Drew@3pm0rgan.com> 

Subject: RE: 


Here is my general reaction to this and to the document circulated last night; 

1. ] don’t get the senseof clarity that we know what is driving the RWA (economic risk versus VaR, stress VaR, CRM and IRC) or 
the p&i - or more Importantly that either wnll be manageable going forward 

2. We are a significant player in a market that is less liquid, hence any attempt to manage p&l or capital away from an "as is” 
approach will either result in p&l dislocation or RWA constraints (a la 4Q11/1Q12) 

3. We haven't made the case of how this book runs off and whether risk can be managed effectively within a fixed maturity, is 
that we can de-risk without creating continual tail risk further out past tranche maturities. This plane will never land. 

4. We also haven't made the case of what it costs to significantly decrease the size of the book (in my mind the only certain way 
to reduce RWA) 

I profess to probably being the least knowledgeable about this book amongst the senior team, so that leads me to be skeptical when we aren't 
directly answering questions. I think we have moved beyond the commercial utilization of this book in some jump-to-default capacity as it 
exhibits neither acceptable risk/return profiles nor market liquidity characteristics to justify capital. 


John C. Wilmot I Chief Investment Office I johr.wilmot@jpmorgan.com j Work: (212) 834-5452 | Ceii:| 


Original Message — 

From: Drew, ina 

Sent; Tuesday, April 03, 2012 S:52 AM 
To: Wilmot, John 
Subject; Fw: 


= Redacted by the Permanent 
Sabcominittec on Invetigatioos 


Read before the meeting 


- Original Message — 

From: Macris. Achilles 0 

Sent: Tuesday, April 03, 2012 06:27 AM 
To; Drew, Ina 
Subject: RE: 

OK - maybe to follow-up the "background" that 1 send to John when we asked him for Olivier's help? 

The situation is as follows: 

• Javier and team believe that the book Is currently balanced for risk and P+L. 

- Clearly maintaining this ''neutrality" will be resulting in higher RWA than we originally artticipated. 

- Olivier is now in our office and he is 100% involved with the RWA projections of our book and ways to bringing it lower. Nevertheless, i don't 
believe that we will able to be precise In our RWA targeting as there are still several moving pieces in methodology etc, The best we can do for 
the next week(s) is to operate with RWA ranges as opposed to exact targets. 

- Javier believes that retaining the existing book "as is" will generate no less than $750m in P+L until the end of the year and clearly much more 
if we experience defaults and the value reversal on !G forwards. 

- Unfortunately, the above "as is" approach will likely result in a minimum of $45b RWA at the end of the year and likely in a $46-52b range. 

- If we can’t allocate these levels of RWA, and we must reduce it, then the pace of the reduction would be very relevant for the P+L. in order to 
maintain, risk neutrality in the book, we wii! need to be reducing the liquid on the run IG, parallel to reducing the short HY. The luck of liquidity 


I Permanent Subcommittee on Irrvestigations l 
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in HY, would likely delay the pace of IG liquidation and thus RWA reduction. Projecting a 50% reduction of the IG/HY by the end of the year, will 
be reducing RWA to the mid $30s. An orderly reduction will preserve over 60% of the P+L of the "as is" scenario above. Specifically, this 
approach would retain the jump to default but it will realize less curry than the over $2m daily, as of now. 

My recommendation is the gradual reduction to a $35b RWA target by year-end. 1 realize that this is higher than what we have all hoped for, ! 
am very concerned by over-acting in the market relative to our size and poor liquidity. We really need to minimize our market involvement and 
focus our activity to certain RWA reduction plans (pre-priced by Olivier) while utilizing liquidity in an orderly way. 

Best, 

Achilles 


Original Message 

From: Drew, ina 
Sent: 03 April 2012 00:39 
To: Macris, Achilles 0 
Subject: 

After we finish our review tomorrow, I wit! need you to prepare a short summary for hogan and Jamie. We can talk about how to best present 
the gameplan. 


Confidential Treatment Requested by J.P. Morgan & Co. 
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Fromf Iksil, Bruno M <brun 0 .mJksil@jpmcha 5 e.com> 

Sent: Mon, 30 Jan 2012 21:02:17 GMT 

To; Martin-Aftajo, Javier X <Javler.x.martin-artajo@jpmorgan.com> 
Subject: there Is more ioss coming in core credit book 


(reckon we have another SOM coming from CDX i69 exposure. The guys have a huge skew trade on and they will defend it as 
much as we do. I think i should take the pain fast over to next month. I have tried butit wl!i ot move ; they have moved some 
of those trades out at BOA but BNP, CSFBand BARCLAYS go for the fight. It is pointless in my view to go for a fight. We will roil 
down and recover the loss. But i have to let it go .The day when either we have a panic or names like Radian, MBIA recover, 
the position wiii be at profit because the forwards will collapse. Now Ijust grow the exposure and the CSOl moves up. 


Confidentiai Treatment Requested by 
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From; Goldman, Irvin J 
Sent: Tue, 14 Feb 2012 01:22:17 CHVIT 

To: Drew,Ina<Ina.Drew@jpmorgan.coni> 

Subject: Re; Cabpv limit- please read 


yes to all 

Origina] Message — 

From: Drew, ina 

To: Goldman, Irvin J 

Sent: Mon Feb 13 20:21 ;04 2012 

Subject; Re: Csbpv limit- jrfease read 

I have no memory of this limit. In any case it need to be reca^ with other limits. Its old and outdated 

Original Message 

From: Goldman, Irvin J 
To: Drew, Ina 

Sent: Mon Feb 13 20:18:38 2012 
Subject; Csbpv limit- please read 

Ina, 

I will review thoroughly tomorrow as pete emailed me tonight. Not sure why it did not cone up before. 
Wanted to gjve you heads up. 

I copied below firtra his email; 

We have a global credit csbpv limit. It was set up at the initiation of the credit book, Unfortunately we 
have been breaching for most of the year, Lavine's team is gang to send out a notification (just within 
CIO) probably tomorrow. 

the big portfolio changes they made in the trandie boc^ In Dec/Jan. caused the inoease. 

We will need a one ofTlimit increase . 


ConfideMiat Trtatni«n1 Requested by JPMORGAN CHASE & CO. 


JP^^CIO 0003768 
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From: 

Sent: 

To; 

Subject: 


Redacted by the Permaneat 
Sgbeommittee on Invesllgationt 


Keith Stephan <keith.stephan@jpmorgan.com> 

Fri, 17 Feb 2012 14:11:26 GMT 

BRUNO nCSIL <BIKSIL2(gHHmi||| BRUNO IKSIL <bruno,m.iksil@jpmorgaii,com> 
FW; CIO Global Credit spread BPV limit breach- COB 02/09/2012 


Bruno - can you read the below draft and let me know if you agree /w the points - think we need to get Javier on 
board w/ this before we send out formal limit request. 


From; Stephan, Keith 

Sent; 16 February 2012 17:09 

To; Weiland, Peter 

Cc: Lee, Janet X, Chandna, Sameer X 

Subject: RE: CIO Global Credit spread BPV limit breach- COB 02/09/2012 

Since mid-January CIO has been in breach of its global csbpv limits, driven primarily by position changes in the 
tranche book. 

The csbpv methodology adds the csbpv sensitivities of all the credit products, unadjusted for correlations. As IG 
and HY positions have been added in January (with a hedge ratio of roughly 5x) the net csbpv prints a positive 
number even though on a beta-adjusted basis the book is relatively flat. 

Market Risk is currently reviewing all limits and most likely will remove the csbpv limit to be replaced with a 
set of credit-spread-widening (CSW) limits to better reflect the risk of the portfolio in material market moves. 
Until the new limits are implemented we will propose a one-off to the csbpv, up to $20mm, as we find that the 
stress and csw measures are more appropriate indicators of the risk of the portfolio. 

As you can see below - the CSBPV measure vs. 10% CSW shows that the book has been reasonably balanced 
despite the headline bpv looking much longer. This is not the case in the 50% CSW measure, as the parallel 
relative shifts of 50pc have the effect of steepening the already upward sloping credit curves, hence makes 
losses look, higher when compared with the lOpc measure. This can be seen clearly in comparison of the 50% 
CSW measure vs. the Large Flattening Selloff / Credit Crisis scenario P«StL, which simulates more realistic (i.e. 
flattening) curve dynamics in the large (circa 50%) selloff. The book, in this case, benefits, given that in 
CDX.IG, long forward risk is achieved via flattener positions, i.e. the stress loss for the IG strategies in the large 
flattening selloff is -lOOmm vs. -Ibn in the 50% parallel move. 

50%vsLFS: 

ITX XO +0,5 vs +0,65 Diff $+0.15bn 
TTX MN -IB vs -1.3B Diff $-0.3bn 
CDX HY +L4B vs +1.8B DifF$+0.4bn 
CDX IG -IB vs -0, IB Diff $+lbn 


[cid;image002.png@01CCECCD.B94IA680] 

50% parallel shock vs. Large Flattening Selloff; 
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50% vs LFS; 

ITX XO -1-0.5 vs -^-Q.65 DifF$+0.15bn 
ITX MN -IB vs -1.3B Diff $-0.3bn 
CDX HY +1,4B vs +I.8B Diff $+0,4bn 
CDXIG-IB vs-0,lBDiff$+lbn 


From; Weiland, Peter 
Sent: 15 February 2012 23:39 
To: Stephan, Keith 
Cc: Lee, Janet X 

Subject: FW: CIO Global Credit spread BPV limit breach- COB 02/09/2012 
How about this? Maybe you can edit and add your graphs if you think it would help. 

Since mid-January CIO has been in breach of its global csbpv limits, driven primarily by position changes in the 
tranche book. 

The csbpv methodology adds the csbpv sensitivities of all the credit products, unadjusted for correlations. As IG 
and HY positions have been added in January (with a hedge ratio of roughly 5x) the net csbpv prints a positive 
number even though on a beta-adjusted basis the book is relatively flat. 

Market Risk is currently reviewing ail limits and most likely will remove the csbpv limit to be replaced with a 
set of credit-spread-widening (CSW) limits to better reflect the risk of the portfolio in material market moves. 
Until the new limits are implemented we will propose a one-off to the csbpv, as we find that the stress and csw 
measures are more appropriate indicators of the risk of the portfolio. 


Pete 

Peter Weiland 

Tel; + 1 212 834 5549 

Mob: 


1 1 ■! <• Redacted by the Permanent 

Subcommittee on iovestigatioRS 


From: Hassan, Syed S 

Sent: Wednesday, February 15, 2012 3:51 PM 

To: Hassan, Syed S; Lee, Janet X, Stephan, Keith; D'costa, Karolyn K; Xiong, Bo 

Cc: MRM CIO NA; MRM External Reporting; Weiland, Peter 

Subject: RE: CIO Global Credit spread BPV limit breach- COB 02/09/2012 

Hi Janet & Keith 


Can you please advise on the below request? We'd like to get the notification out as the excession has been 
ongoing for a while now. Thanks. 

Regards, 


CONFIDENTIAL TREATMENT REQUESTED BY J.P, MORGAN CHASE & CO. 
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Hassan- 

From; Hassan, Syed S 

Sent; Monday, February 13, 2012 2;37 PM 

To: Lee, Janet X; Stephan, Keith; D'costa, Karolyn K; Xiong, Bo 

Cc; MRM CIO NA; MRM External Reporting 

Subject; CIO Global Credit spread BPV limit breach- COB 02/09/2012 

Hi Janet & Keith, 

The following CIO Globa! Credit Spread BPV limits have been breaching since the aforementioned period. 

Can you please examine and confirm the breaches as valid? If so, please also provide some commentary 
surrounding the breaches? Thanks. 

[cid:image001.png@01CCECCC.BD8 IDDBO] 

Regards, 

Syed Hassan | Market Risk Management & Reporting | Chief Investment Office j J.P. Morgan | 2nd floor, 277 
Park Avenue, NY | 212,270.25621 Syed.S.Hassan@JPMorgan.com. 


This email is confidential and subject to important disclaimers and 
conditions including on offers for the purchase or sale of 
securities, accuracy and completeness of information, viruses, 
confidentiality, legal privilege, and legal entity disclaimers, 
available at http;//www.jpmorgan,com/pages/disclosures/email. 


CONFIDENTIAL TREATMENT REQUESTED BY J.P. MORGAN CHASE & CO, 
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From: Venkatakrishnan, CS <cs.venkat 3 krishnan@ 3 pnK)rgan.com> 

Sent: Mon, 02 Apr 2012 21:53:53 GMT 

^ Hogan, John J. <JohnJ.Hogan@}pmorgan.com>; Goldman, Irvin J 

'®* <Irvin.j.goldman@jpmchase.com>; Bacon, Ashley <Ashley.Bacon@ 3 pmorgan.com> 

CC; Vigneron, OlMerX <olivier.x.vigneron@jpfnorgan.com> 

Subj^ FW: ao DAY 1 


John/Ashlev/irv: Below is an update from Olh/ler. One source of model difference is that the capital models operate at the 
level of individual names but the CIO's desk models operate at the level of indices -- so the effect of name concentrations 
may be captured differently. We are pursuing the impact and further modeling of this. Venkat 


From: Vlgnerwi, OUvter X 
Sent; Monday, April 02, 2012 3:15 PM 
To: V^katakrishnan, C5 
Subject: ao DAY 1 

HI Venkat, 


• Book comprises index trades only (tranches-*- plain Indices). All modelling done on the index spread, single names are 
assumed homc^eneous and homogeneous pool model is then used to price tranches and generate index delta. 
Historical regression also gives them a beta adjusted delta for HY vs iG. 

• Key takeaway 1; approximation aroundthe dispersion of single names a key source of discrepancies when submitting 
portfolio to large single name shocks (as does IRC/CRM). More work to quantify impact of this approximation. 

• Key takeaway 2; we need to load the book on a "bottom up* single name modellthg approach that can g've single 
name default exposures, as well as a CSW computation that Is comparable to the Credit Trading desk for example. 

Action points; 

• To discuss modelling merits of CIO and its feedback on our IRC spread modelling with the model r«earch group (will 
start with Matthias A. who has been involved by Anil). 

« To model in Lynx (tool developed by credit trading team) the CIO portfolio. Preliminary dummy trades loaded. Too) is 
ring fenced (l.e. only I will have access). However I will check with Javier before loading the real notionals tomorrow 
that he is fine for me to go ahead with this. 

Risk update; 

On my CSW estimate sent yesterday for March 7* position, I missed the Xover trades, here is the updated estimate when 

including them; 


Estimated Ail Tranches: 
Estimate CDX Indices: 
Estimated ITRX indices; 
Estimated HYCDX: 
Estimated FinSub + Xover. 


•45m CSW 
-350m CSW 
-280m CSW 
+400m CSW 
+150m CSW 
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Totaf: -125m CSW long (March 7^} 

Face notional by maturity buckets and IG/HY spilt. 

25bn short in lYIG 
15bn short in 2YHY, 

17bn short 5YHY 
135bn long in 5Y iG 

Olivier 


From: Venkatakri^nan, CS 
Sent: 30 March 2012 22:30 
To: Vignertxi, Olivier X 
Subject. FW: QO 10% CSW 

Please see below and let's make sure we speak daily on this! Mere!. Venkat 


From: Hogan, John J. 

Sent: Frid^, March 30, 2012 5:28 PM 
To: Venkatalffishnan, CS 
Subject: RE: QO 10% CSW 

OK thanks Venkat— keep me posted please 


From: Venkatakrishnan, CS 
Sent; Friday, March 30, 2012 5:27 W 
To: Hogan, John J. 

Subject* ao 10% CSW 

John: ao's 10% CSW by my group's model estimate is long 24Smm of risk; their own models (run by Welland) quote $145mm. I 
don't understand the difference in the models and dont know how good a n^easure of risk 10%CSW Is for their book, But I spoke 
to Ashley and we agree that 10%CSW has been trending up for QO, by either their model or ours. Once OlMer spends time in the 
portfolfo, we should get a better idea: I also sense frwn speaking with Javier that QO are worried that they may now have to shed 
tranche risk in a tight market. I don't know how real this worry is but I wanted to make you aware. I will get a daily download 
from Olivier and keep you and Ashiey posted (Ashley is out next week). I may mysdf go to London mid-week, Venkat 


Please seethe CSWIO results for original CIO portfolio and the split portfolio for March 21^. 


Corp Portfolio 
COB 

CSW10 (MM) 

IO‘Jan-12 

■7.2 

18-Jan-12 

73.7 

25-Jart-12 

S0.6 

31‘Jan-12 

62.2 

2B-Feb-12 

150.1 

21’Mar-12 

245.2 


Corp 

Portfclfo 

CIO lr>dex 
Portfolio 

Combined 

Portfolio 




CSW10 (MM) 

245.2 

252.0 

-7.6 
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This following is based on the latest split I received from Patrick Hagan this morning. 


CSW10 (MBA) 


Corp 

Portfolio 

245.2 


C!D Index 
Portfolio 
213.5 


Comtaned 

Portfofo 

31.7 


From; hhjang, Yuan X 

Sent Friday, March 30, 2012 10:02 AM 

To: Venkatakrfshnari, CS 

Cc; Ja, Keith 

Subjecb FW: Mar-21 risk report for QO and benchmark indices 

We have the CSWIO resuits for a few( days {see row 24 *^pread_10PcntUp'*). If the date you are interested is not included {ex, 
Mar-7^}, we can generate the resuits in about half an hour. 


Regards, 

Yuan 


From: Ja, Keith 

Sent Thursday, March'29, 2012 11:46 AM 
To: Huang, Yuan X 
Cc Bangla, AnH K 

Subjecb RE: Mar-21 risk report for CIO and benchmark indices 


6-day risk report. 


From; Huang, Yuan X 

Senb Wednesday, March 28, 2012 2:56 PM 

To; Ja, Keith 

Cc Bangla, Anil K 

Subjecb Mar-21 risk report for QO and benchmark indices 


Confidential Treatment Requested by J.P. Morgan & Co. 
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From; Weiland, PetEr <peter.weiland@)jpmcfiase.com> 

Sent; Mon, 07 May 2012 15:32:57 GMT 

To: Drew, Ina <Ina,Drew@Jpmorgan.com> 

CC: Goldman, Irvin I <irvin.j.go1dman@]pnichase.com> 

Subject; CSBPV History 


Hi ina - 

Irv said you need some background on the CSBPV limit histbrv. 1 created the attached slide for your reference (this has not 
gone to anyone else), 

i also attach the limit memo frorn Brian Roseboro back .in 200S In case you rteed it, 

i'm not sure what else you may need -I will be at the phone if there are other specific data that would help. 


Peter Weilatid j J^’-Morgan j CTiief Investment Offiee | 270 PafkAvB. j S Tel; +1 212 834 5549 jS Cell: 



I Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations ! 
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GIO Global Credit CSBPV Umlts 


CIO Global Credit CSBPV Limit has been jh place since 2007 

•Composed gf both synthetic credit and cash credit (mostly collateralized securities) 

♦Net sum of CSBPVs for all credit underlyings 

•Spot quarterly history of Globa! Credit CSBPV exposure at right 


CSBPV 


CSBPV in 2012 

•Early In 2012 net CSBPV increased dramatically as IG positions 
were added and offset between HY and 16 grew 

•Given that a beta adjusted credit spread-neutral position including 
HY and IG requires S-6x as much IG as HY, decision was taken at 
that time that the CSBPV limit should be changed to account better 
for the increased activity 

•Written notification of limit breach from MRM Reporting included 
the following commentary: "Current meaisurement of raw CSBPV is 
not normalized for the level of spreads, nor does It capture 
convexity as represented in CSWIO (and Stress Loss) measures. Full 
limit review is underway for the CIO business, and a proposal is 
expected to address this issue." 

•The limit usage was calculated correctly; the issue was simply that 
we decided that given the mix of underlyings It would be better to 
look at the sensitivities in a more granular way. 

•New limits for Synthetic Credit were impleniented according to 
underlying index as of May 1 



^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 
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From: Bei^, Jaymin 

To: <Crumrish, Fred>:<Fursa. thofna5>;<Ks1i, Mke>;<Hohi, James>;<Wong, Elwyn>;<Kamath, Jatram>: 

<Monroe, Cfmstophep»;<Torriese. Doug>:<Md_ai 5 Win, Ooug> 

?.ent: 1/31/2012 6:17:33 PM • • 

Subject: CIO Quarterly Meeting 


Financial 

CIO finished 4^^ quarter with $785mm of revenues. 

o MTM gains totaled $330mm of which $250mm of the gains originated from the credit tranche portfolio. 

The CIO was short credit, and a bankruptcy by AMR caused a large gain in CDSs. 

Securities losses totaled $14mm'forthequarterprimarilydriven by.losseson EMEA government 
guaranteed debt. 

Investments 

Growth in the international SAA book is due to building out the team in EMEA and opportunistic 
purchases. It's expected to see more growth in the international portfolio going forward. 

CIO is Investing less in rates products and focusing on more credit products due to low interest rates and 
MBS prepayment concerns from government programs (i.e. HARP 2). 

The rates products most attractive to the CIO are munis because oftheir longer duration. 

SAA had a negative DOE in 2011 but Is expected to move to a positive DOE by the end of 2012. 

Management'sviewof investments is changing to a Structural Book and an MTM Book, although the 
Structural Book will include hank Pf and CDS that are MTM accounting. 

The MTM Bookisdecreasinginsizein 2012. It's.expectedthatRWA wifi decrease from $70B to $i10B. 

The Structural Book RWA is expected to beflatish year over year. 

MSR 

The BQand 4Ci hedging volatility was attributed to anticipated changes to the MSR model. The MSR 
asset continued to have a longer average life than the old model could account for. The MSR model has now been 
updated and hedging returns normalized. 

Jaymin T. Berg 

U.S. Dapirtment af the TreMUiy 
Oniee tie ComptroSer of 9ie Curteney 
I.ei9s BankSupar^eton • Cepisl Marked 
Tel; (212) BS9-13S5 i Fax: (301)433.«1B3 

BB: 

This mess^is irterdsdlordes^nsted recipienls' oriy, I yeu haw racetvodths message ir erw. please naltytia so^de^lmme(^srtE^8^s^ detelerfiBoriBfraiBndail 
copies. Federal taw prohibits the disclosure or other use of this tnfaimaUc-n. 
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From: 

To: 

Sent: 

Subject; 


Fursa, Thomas 
<HoN, J.ames> 
4/13/2012 3:55:30 PM 
Re; CiO dedc 


Thanks. I couldn't reoEirber |]ie guys aune 

Original Message 

From; Hohl. Janes 

Seii: Friday. April IJ, 2012 11:53 AM 
To: Fursa, Thomas 
Subject: RE: QO deck 

Just e-tnaiied fle giiy^ who sent Ok repon before getdog this. If 1 don't hear badefrornttm, f 11 e-iuail Ed. 

OriginnI Message 

From Fursa. Thomas 

Sent: Friday^ April 13, 2012 11,51 AM 

To: Hohl, Janes 

Subject; Re: ao deck 

Iftlrit'sthelastone-canyoue-irHilEdKastl for the latest? 

Ori^nal Message 

From; Hohl, James 

Sert: Friday; April 13, 2012 11:31 AM 
To; Fursa, Tljorros 
Subject: RE: QO deck 

Qe latest oiB llHl I got was Jauiaiy, ril check WISDM. 

Origirai Message- — 

From: Fursa. Thomas 

Sert: Friday', April 13. 2012 11.31 AM 

To: HoU, James 

Subject:.QOdeck 

James - have yon still been getting the CIO deck? 1 don't recall seeing it lately. Can you cheek WISDM to sec what the last ore is? 

Thaiiks. 

Tom 


I Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations ■ 

EXHIBIT #59 I 
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From: Sabatini, Joseph 

To: lacucci(Regulator). Anna; Crun«sh (RegJator), Fred X; Dillon{Regu!ator), Donald 

CC: Wiimot, John 

>ent; 4/16/2012 2:54:36 PM 

Subject: FW: materials for Fed/OCC/FDlC caft at noon today 

Attachments: synthetic credit book_Fed_OCC-pdf^ 


This time with the attachment ! 


From; Wiimot, John 

Sent: Monday, April 16, 2012 10:44 AM 

To; Sabatini, Joseph 

Subject, materials for Fed/OCC/FDIC ol! at noon today 

Joe — here are the materiais for the noon call today on the Syrthetc CrecGt Book. John 


John C. Wlkrot j Chief Investment Office j + iohn.wilmote jpmortan.coin 


[ {Work: {212) 814-5452 | (Cell: \ 


» Redacted by the Permanent 
Subcommittee on Investigations 


BANK PROPRIETARY AKD/OR TRADE SECRE’ 
INFORMATION 
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Synthetic Credit Book Review 


Thie Infomiatlon Is conMential or proprietaof and conslUmes confidential supervisory information and conlidantial commeraai Infomation. Dsclraure or distribulion offhe 
conndentiat information to any person without the prior wrXten consent of jPMorgan is prohibited. Any examiner to whom JPMorgan has fumist^d this confidential 
infomiation may disclose the cohfider^al irrfwmali'on to any other employees of the Federal Reserve or OCC who have a need to know the confidential information or ae 
permitted by law. - 


JPMorgan Cpiase &Co. 
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Core Credit Book 


D Objective since inception (2007) has been to manage a profile that would protect against a significant 
downturn in credit, offsetting natural credit exposures in CIO and the firm 

B The strategy can be divided into four main components 
B Investment grade 

- US(CDX.IG) 

- Europe (iTraxx Main) 

D High Yield 

- US(CDX.HY) 

- Europe (iTraxx XO) 

B On a very generalized basis, the combined strategies provide the following risk profile 
B Short HY risk (long protection) against long IG risk (long risk) 

B Short short-duration IG risk (long protection until YE12) against long long-duration IG risk (ie a credit 
curve flattener) 

B The IG9 Series includes S fallen angel names included in the HY index 
a Radian 
B MBIA 
B Sprint 
H RR Donnelly 
H iStar Financial 


JP Morgan Chase & Co. 
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Rebalancing Activity 

Market Back-drop 

a Nov 29 AMR bankruptcy filing earlier than expected 

B First European announcement of LTRO on December 8**' 2011 

B CDX High Yield series 1 1 matured December 20“’ 2011 

B January 18 Kodak files for bankruptcy; rumored for weeks ahead 

Risk Management Activity 

B CIO decides to reduce the HY protection which was providing stress loss protection for both credit spread widening 
and systematic risk 

s PostAMRdefault, HY index exhibits limited liquidity, exacerbated by expectations of Kodak event , 

H Difficult to hedge the book with HY indexes that matched the underlying risk of the protection 

m Best available hedge was to use the IG 9 Index that had the special feature of being both an instrument with 
liquidity of IG but with a HY component that allowed a hedge for a good part of the HY position 

B After analyzing the economics of the hedge and the behavior of VaR and stress VaR, CIO increased the IG 9 long 
forward position 


JPMORGAN CtlASE &G0. 


BAKK PROPRIETARY AND/OR TRADE SECRET INFORMATION 


OCC-SPI-00009715 


812 



Synthetic Credit Summary; Notional Exposure 


[(all figures iabitllansUSDf long Shwt Wet 


{Gross external trades 896.1 -67a.a 1S7J| 


- Index 

162.2 

-160.8 

1.4 

- tranche 

48.6 

-363 

11.7 




- index 2S0JI -1534 96.7 

- tranche 

Ndttoltals^Ut^'wd?ft8'l'fthTe^e>>rtal1ioiif»tetfaK}ej»gSaiiej^^ 

. index 122.i ' -118.8 33 

- tranche : 253.1 -2083 443 



H Gross external (to CIO, including IB) 
notional is $836bio long fiskvs. $678bio 
short risk across all Index and tranche 
products 

H External index notional faces 

Intercontinental Exchange (ICE) is net 
$96.7bio. 97% of total net external index 
exposure 

■ Tranche products are not eligible for ICE 
clearing and are bilateral counterparty - 
exposures 


JPMorgan Chase &Go. 
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Synthetic Credit Summary: Maturity Profile 



B Top table shows gross nationals across indices and tranches by underlying index family (simply adds notlonals of indices and 


tranches) 

■ Bottom table shows the 10% credit spread widening (P/L$MMs) to 10% widening of credit spreads 

n Largest short risk exposures in investment grade mature in Dec-IZ forCDX.IG.9 and Jun-13foriTraxx S9 

D Largest short risk exposures in high yield are concentrated in Dec-15 to Jun-16 for CDX.HY and Dec-16 for iTraxx-Crossover 

a One particular item to note is the iTraxx Main Z0Jun13 which appears long given positive notional, but which is in fact shoii, as 
reflected in 1 0%csw, as a result of equity tranche protection which is a significant part of the position 


JP Morgan Chase & Go. 
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Synthetic Credit Summary: Risk Summary 

a Total Synthetic Credit VaR 59.2mm 
a 10% Credit Spread Widening 

B The position, beta-adjusted has net directionality of-$163MM in 10% parallel move in spreads 
H This Is equivalent of $34.Sbio of Iona risk in 5v IG equivalents 

B Relative value Risk Exposures 

B IG9 5/10S curve position $46MM/bps of risk if curve steepens 1bps 
a ITX9 5/10s curve position $19MM/bps If curve steepens 1bps 
a IG vs. HY $27mm/bpsofriskiflG underperforms HY by 1bps 
m XOvs. lTX$34mm/bpsofriskiflTXunderperformsXOVERby 1bps 


1 index 

Beta-Adj. I 

CSOt CS01 CSW 10% HY VS. IG steepenOI | 

COXHV 

8.51 

42.55 

478.40 



CDXLCDX 

o.oe 

0.45 

1.40 



CDXiO 

■33.12 

-35.12 

-453;12 

•27,24 

-45.08 

Total US ^ 


iris 

26.60 ' . 

. -27.24' - 

• ■•':-45.(» 

rrraw mn 

•22.08 

-22.06 

-344.04 

-34.26 

-19.07 

[TraxxXD 

3.06 

1224 

178.20 



[Trexx nrtsub 

-0.56 

-2.24 

-23.05 



rrraxx Rnsen 

-0.03 

■0.13 

•0,73 



SOVWVE 

■0.02 

-0.02 

-0.44 



Total Europe 


:-i2.2b>-':‘;' 

Tot.os. 

-34:26 

'.-19.07 

Total Synthetic Credit 

-46.13 

•4.31 

-163.30 




Credit Crisis Synthetic Synthetic Synthetic 

Stress VaR CSW10% CSBPV 


Mar 2012 

434 

59 

(183; 

m 

Feb 2012 

1,552 

50 

(127) 

C31) 

Jan 2012 

1,294 

62 

(144) 

(15) 

Dec 2011 

T,446 

eo 

91 

(3) 

Nov 2011 

1.380 

60 

44 

(1) 

Oct 2011 

1,166 

65 

27 

(1) 

Sep 2011 

802 

54 

(29) 

2 

Aug 2011 

392 

51 

m 

(2) 

Jul 2011 

669 

27 

m 

(2) 

Jun2011 

795 

31 

(46) 

1 

May 2011 

165 

40 

(128) 

(4) 

Apr 2011 

278 

55 

(107) 

(3) 

Mar 2011 

(39) 

59 

(115) 

(4) 

Feb 2011 

146 

63 

(78) 

(4) 

Jan 2011 

248 

67 

(100) 

(6) 
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Synthetic Credit Summary: Exposure to CDX IG 9 Curve 


B On a simple basis, curve couW 

steepen by 20 bps more (on historical 
basis) 

a Loss approx $1 billion ' 

s With hedges currently in place, we 
could steepen by 10bps approx 

a Loss approx $550mm 


n Bottom graph shows the behaviour of 
the slope of IG 9 1 yr versus !G 9 5 
Yr that we have in our portfolio 

a This shows the relationship between 
the slope of our position in the index 
versus the actual hedge that we have 

n Bounding the relationship is the 5 Yr 
short that we have on the run five 
year IG and the short that we have in 
the HY OTR 
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Single Name Risk & Forward Jump to Default Risk 


Table 1: default profile today and post December 2012 


Portfolio 

# of Names 

#of names 
with default 
loss risk 

Average P&L 
given Default 
($mm) 

Max P&L 
given 
Default 
($mm) 

# of names 
with 
defoult 
gain 

Average 
Gain given 
Default 
($mm) 

Max Gain 
given 
Default. 
($mm) 

Total portfolio today 

588 

62 

-57 

-205 

526 

133 

600 

Total po rtfoB 0 post Dec 
2012 

585 

228 

-336 

-716 

357 

133 

600 

IG9 only today 

121 

0 

0 

0 

121 

146 

417 

iG9post Dec 2012 

121 

121 

-572 

-716 

0 

0 

0 

IG9 Hedge options 

post Dec 2012 

on-the-njn 

IG18 

on-the-run 

HY18 

covers 89 names out of 121 

covers 13 out ofthe remaining 32 names unhedged with iG1 8 




B Today there is considerable default protection coming from 1G9 tranches. 

■ Across the 121 names in IG9, the Jump-To-Defaultat Market Recovery goes from a current gain of +146m on average per namoto a loss of- 
572m per name post December 2012. 

■ This is because ofthe roll-off of two forms of protection: on 20*^ Doc 2012 

B The first is the 32bn of short-dated index protection. 

■ Importantly, the second is the roll-off of nearly $4bn long protection on iG9 equity tranches. The equity tranche gives protection 
at an approximate ratio of 30 to 1. so the $4bn of equity tranche protection is equivalent to $120bn of index protection -in terms of 
pure default risk. 

0 Post 20th December 201 2. we would be able to partially hedge this exposure with the current on-the-run Index but the overlap is 69 names out 
ofthe 121 in IG9. 

0 On the 32 remaining names we have a Jump-to-Default loss of $S00mm on average per name that would need to be hedged by other means 
(HY on the run Index, single name CDS, index tranches etc) 

® JP Morgan Chase & Go. 
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Single Name Risk - Default Protection in Current Portfolio 


a Current portfolio provides Jump-To-Defaull protection on 
526 names 

a The Average gain given default is +$133MM, with the max 
+$600MM 

a The Top 20 names positive Jump-To-Default at Market 
Recovery are shown in the table to the right; these are 
driven primarily by JTD protection afforded by iTraxxO-3% 
equity tranches 

H Across the 121 names In IG9, the Jump-To-Default at 
Market Recovery displays current gain of +146m 


Potential Top Default Protection Exposures -Current Portfolio 


COMPANY NAME 


JTD 

GAS NAUIRAL SDG, SA 

GDF SUEZ 

EDP - ENERGIAS DE PORTUGAL, S.A. 

PORTUGAL TELECOM INTERNATIONAL FINANCE B.V^ 

PEUGEOTSA 

lAFARGE , 

RENAULT 

THYSSENKRUPP AG 

DIXONS RETAIL PLC 

HELLENIC TELECOMMUNiCATOINS 

CLARIANTAG 


"d 

3 

s 

s 

C/D 

S 

^ 5d 

DEUTSCHE POST AG 


1 “ 

S n 

ARCELORMITTAL 


FINMECCANICA S.P.A, 


5 S. 

BANCO ESPiRJTO SANTO, S.A. 


2 .w 

DEUTSCHE LUFTHANSA AKTTENGELSELLSCHAFT 

GKN HOLDINGS PLC 

BANCA MOhHE DEI PASCHI D1 SIENA S.P.S.' 

BANCO BILBAO VIZCAYA ARGENTARIA, SOCiEDAD ANONIMA 
BANCO SANTANDER. S.A. 


B ^ 

S 

< 

o 

Vi 

TO* 


o‘ 


v> 
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Single Name Risk - Default Risk and Default Protection Post December 2012 

a Post expiry of CDX,IG.9 0.75y instruments, across the 121 names in IG9. the Jump-To-Default at Market 

Recovery goes from a current gain of +146m on average per name to a loss of -572m per name post December 
2012 as shown in the table 

■ Among other names, the portfolio retains its pro-default characteristics, as before 


Potential Top Default Exposure Post Dflcembar2012 

IG NAMES i 

BAXTER INTERNATIONALInC ' ^ 

BRISTOL-MYERS SQUIBB COMPANY 
CAPITAL ONE BANK (USA) NA 

CENTEX CORPORATION » 

COMCASTCABLE COMMUNICATIONS, LLC | 

DUKE ENERGY CAROLINES, LLC g 

EMBARQ CORPORATION g 

GOODRICH CORPORATION "• 

HONEYWELL INTERNATIONAL INC ' ' ^ 

INGERSOLL-RAND COMPANY g" 

INTERNATIONAL BUSINESS MACHINES CORP : g 

INTERVALACQUlSmONCORP | 

MCDONALDS CORPORATION S' 

MCKESSON CORPORATION g 

MEADWESTVACO CORPORATION © 

RIO TINTO ALCAN INC , Z* 

ROHM AND HAAS COMPANY g 

THE WALT DISNEY COMPANY g 

WELLS FARGO & COMPANY 

WYETH LLC • 


Potential Top Default Protection Exposures - Current Portfolio 

COMPANY NAME , 

GAS NATURAL SDG, S.A. 

GDFSUEZ 

EDP - ENERGIAS DE PORTUGAL, S.A. 

PORTUGAL TELECOM INTERNATIONAL FINANCE B.V. 

PEUGEOTSA 

LAFARGE 

RENAULT 

THYSSENKRUPP AG T 

DIXONS RETAIL PLC 

HELLENIC TELECOMMUNiCATOINS ^ ■■■■' 

CLARIANTAG 

DEUTSCHE POST AG 

ARCELORMITTAL • 

FINMECCANICA 5.P.A. . 

BANCO ESPIRJTO SANTO, S.A. 

DEUTSCHE LUFTHANSA AKTENGELSELLSCHAFT 
GKN HOLDINGS PLC 

BANCA MONTE DEI PASCHI D! SIENA S.P.S. 

BANCO BILBAO VIZCAYA ARGENTARIA. SOCIEDAD ANONIMA 
BANCO SANTANDER. S.A. 


JPMorgan Chase & Go. 
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Synthetic Credit Summary; Portfolio Effects in Adverse Scenario 

n Stress Loss Protection 

B In an environment of significant credit deterioration and the occurrence hard default events or perception of imminent defaults, the 
portfolio provides stress loss protection 

■ This is due to the spread convexity of the portfolio to major martlet dislocation, during which curves may reprice significantly. 

- flattening as hedgers rush to buy protection In short dated indices 
a In addition to the ‘static’ default profile shown In preceding slides, we simulate the portfolio behaviour (see scenario 1 0 below) by 
widening credit spreads by average 75%, and through flattening curves (for reference, above depicts -50bps curve flattening in iG.9 
0.75y / 5.75y curve, a move which is extrapolated throughout the portfolio 
H In this case we envision the portfolio would produce substantial protection, circa $1 ,725MIVI driven by HY shorts and flattening of 
investment grade curves 



JP Morgan Chase & Go. 
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Synthetic Credit Summary: Risk & P/L Scenarios 





SCTitaiio 




1 2 


4 S S 


ScsiurfMfwQZ 

KSUlMd 

piLioiai 

Cumm . 

6xir«m« European. 

Sluggitn 

SWie 

rirewfii 

Fltititclal Siaois Central 

Crfsit Quo. sranarid 

.^ 'General Currency • Srrong , • Oefauil, 

/'RBCovery.'. ' Cri^ .,-.. drowth ^Srenorio 


1S9 


m 7» 

229 

M 'iM ini 

in 4m tM .im 

lG90.7S>r 
lG9 2.75yr 

IG58.75yr 

S/opt 

0.75yr;5.75/f 

InKalctnya 

132 

1<1 . 
1S0 

18 

2S 

66 

so 

HI 

43 

0 

S3' -131 

IS ^ 

■*SJ % 

HO vgr 

74 

122 

' 48: 
s 


'.-■■'’■v'..'' ■;> . 

ImoltsdCSW 

•35% 

OH 

-••OIH.- '•-'9SH- 

1056- 




■sea 


4S0 sas- 

'.-.385..- 


•i.-. ,*» -li'r * Wa.* 



fft^JBOSCLlKEdHOOD^^jl 



■ Realised P&L In Q1 

■ Q1 Realised P&L -5580, driven by losses in short risk HY (670MM), vs. +12BMM in CDXIG. and -30MM in iTraxx 

■ The IG component has been the main P&L driver of underperfbnnance In Q1 . as iG.9 forward long risk positions did not dallver anticipated profile given steepening of the 
curve. Current book is overall risk balanced, given the cross-market long/short and has positive carry of $2MM/day. while retaining upside on defaults 

■ 02 PSL Estimates - these scenarios do not Include 10 April P&L, which would accrete back Into each scenario +$400MM. If re-callbrated for today's market moves 

■ -$250MM (New Financial Crisis) Implies an average spread widening of +25%, driven by banks/fltnanciais undergoing stress. In this case, the portfolio P&L is driven by: 

- +250MM carry 

- -100MM given relative underperformance of IG vs. HY (compression, led by banks/fmancials widening) 

- -$300MM due to 'duration extension' as we project that the short-dated short risk duration irr IG will contract as expiry approaches 
•StOOMMdue to spread widenirrg, not offset in this case by curve flattening (we assume here that curves remain 43bp9 steep in IG equivalents) 

s -IISOMM (Status Quo) in.thiscase we assume that market levels and curves freeze' at current levels; in this scenario CIO would delta hedge around voiatliity throughout 
the quarter 

- +200MM carry 

- •$300MM due to 'duration exteneion’ as we project that the short-dated short risk duration in IG will contract ae expiry approaches 
-$50MM due to long-dated tranche underpeifwmance as observed in Q1 

■ +5350MM (Central Scenario) in INs case bull steepertng of IG curves (+4bps), more than offset by outperformance of 10.9 curve vs. on the run 

- +170MM carry 

- -$260MM due to 'duration extension' as we project that Ihe short-dated short risk duration in IG wBi contract as expiry approaches 
+51 lOMM due to rally in credit spreads -15% 

- +5200MM due to relative outperformance of IG 9 curve va. on the run IG curves (whHe counter-intuitive, the 'compression" effect of IG.g vs. on the risi IG complex is 
driver of performance) 

+$150MM due to long-dated eqiity tranche outperformance 

■ In the section "10% Optimistic" the convexity of the portfolio to a Kghly positive oraHghiy negative market outcome is demonstrated, 

- +$702MM in the event of-20% lightering of spreads, decompression of HY vs. IG credit, and JG, 9 forward outperformance (rdiing down the curve) 

$1 ,126 “End of QE’ refers to a scenario of ^rong growth led by U.S.. spreads avg. -50% tighter 

_ +-}_ 725 (^M to "Many Defaults" means wave of defaUts among widest spread names (ind. MBIA, Radian, iStar) curve flattening, arto +75% spread widenirrg, driven 

by performance of HY shorts, IG flafteners and tong protection positions to the portfolio 

■ In the section '10% Extreme" k rs estimated that the book would range -$355MIVI to -S®0MM. 

- -$355MM in the event of bear steepening of curves, spreads rwder by avg +10% . , 

-$650MM in flie event of bdl steepening of curves, spreads tighter by -25%. diiiran by urvderperformance of IG.9 (forwards do not roll down curve in rally) 

; JPMorgan Chase & Go. 
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From: 

Bellando, John W <|ohr.w.beilando®'pmorgan.com> 

To: 

<Hohi, James> 

CC: 

<Fursa, Thomas> 

■•ent: 

4/16/2012 3:^:41 PM 

Subject: 

RE; CIO January 2012 vaiuaiion memo and metrics 


Hi James- • 

i trust you are well. With regards to CSBPVyou are correct. 

Thanks, 

John 


From; james.hohl@occ.treas.gov 
Sent; Monday, April 16, 2012 10:46 AM 
To: Bellando, John W 
Cc; thomas.fursa@occ.treas.gov 

Subject; RE: CIO January 2012 valuation memo and metrics 

Thanksvery much. ! do have one quick question. Forthecredit derivatives risk measure(CSBPV). I'd assume that 
stands for credit spread basis point value and that the exposure is to a 1 bpv widening of credit spreads. Please let 
me know whether that's correct orif it's something else. Thanksagaip, James 


From; Bellando, John W rmai!to:1ohn.w.bellando@1omoraan.cDml 
Sent: Friday, April 13, 2012 5.58 PM 
To: Hohl, James 

’Subject; RE: CIO January 2012 valuation memo and metrics 
HiJames- 

Apologies for not distributing the February valuation work. I just sent the February and March reports. 

Please let me know if you have any questions. 

Thanks, ' 

John 


Sent: Fri?a^ April^l^ZOlZ 11-49 AM 
To: Bellando, John W 

Subject: RE: ao January 2012 valuation memo and metrics 

Hi, I don'tthink that I received a report since this one, have they been distributed? Thanks, James 


From: Bellando, John W [ 

Sent: Monday, February 13, 2012 1.13 PM 

To: Fursa, Thomas; Hohl, James; McManus, William K; Hawkins, Kimberly A 

Cc; m.s.paul@us.pwc.ccHn; ’kristen.brown@.us.pwca)ni'; 'phtlip.j.grea!y@us.pwca3m’; 'phitip, t.mijares@us.pwc.com'; KastI, 
Bdward R; Alexander, David M; Burke, Alethea X - 

Subject: FW; ao January 2012 valuation memo and metrics 


Pis find attached our January valuation summary memo and results. 


Thanks, 

BANK PROPRIETARY AND/OR TRADE SECRE 
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John 


. From; Bellaixk), John W 
fent; Monday, Feboiary 13, 2012 1:07 PM 

.b: Wiimot, John; Alexander, David M; Weiner, Pamela; Qovannetti, Alison C; Lee, CoMs 

Cc: Kastl, Ediward R; Shuja, Amir, Bjamason, Da\nd; Hughes, Jason LDN; Uu, Dorris X; Laskis, Adam; Burke, Aiethea X 
Subject ao January 2012 valuation memo and metrics 

•''Ail- ' 

Attached are two flies for your review of the JanuafY2012 CIO independent valuation results: 

1) Global summary level VCG memo-January2Q12 Valuation Summary 

2) Global valuation summary with price testing results and coverage metrics- Global Valuation Summary Metrics 
January 2012 

Please let me know if you have any questions. 

Thanks, 

■John 


This email is confidential and subject to important disclaimers and conditidns including on offers for the purchase or 
sale of securities, accuracy and completeness of information, viruses, confidentiality, legal privilege, and legal entity 
disclaimers, available at http://’www.ipmorgan.coTn/pages/disclosures/emaii . 

This email is confidential and subject to important disclaimers and conditions including on offers for the purchase or 
sale of securities, accuracy and completeness of infbnnation, viruses, confidentiality, legal privilege, and legal entity' 
cUsclaimers. available at http://www.jpmorgan.com/Da^s/disclosures/'email . 

This email is'confidential and subject to important disclaimers and conditions including on offers for the purchase or 
sale of securities, accuracy and completeness of information, tdruses, confidentiality, legal privilege, and legal entity 
disclaimers, available at http://www.jpmorgan.coin/pages/disclosures/einail. 
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From: Wilmot, John 

To; Hohf (Regulator), James X 

Sent: 4/17/2012 12:24:59 PM 

iubject: RE: Quick questions pp 4 and 5 of yesterday's presentation 


Hi James, 

Your notes and understanding are correct. Pages 4 and 5 reflect the enHre synthetic credit portfolio, long (long credit 
risk) and short (short credit risk-ie long credit protectior^. 

W\t]^ respect to the grand total net position, the portfolio is measured as long credit risk under a 10% credit spread 
widening scenario. As you’ll note on 6, this is eqiivatentto $34.5bnof long risk in 5y IG equivalents. Having said that, 
the portfoOo as we describe it on page 2 has two genera! positions (short HY risk vs long IG risk and an IG cirve 
flattener). These risk exposures are aiso outlined on page 6 and ^'ve you a sense of the sensitivity to relative spreads 
and cuve. So while directionally (to a csw scenario) the portfolo positions are long risk there are 2'^'^ and 3'^'^ order 
sensitivities that need to be considered. 

Having said all of that 1 believe there is a modest long credit risk sensitivity to the portfolio now. 

Let me know if you have any further questions. 

Regards, 

John 


John C. Wilmot ] Chief Investment Office j i- 1ohn.wilmotiiiomorgan.coni I (Work: (112) 8J-4-5452 | (Celt | 


From: Hohl (Regulator), James X 
ent: Tuesday, April 17, 2012 7:48 AM 
To: Wilmot, John 

Subject: Quick questions pp 4 and 5 of yesterday's presentation 


• Redacted by the Permanent 
Subcommittee on Investigations 


Hi John, 


! wanted to check my understanding of the synthetic credit summaries on pp 4 & 5. and ask a foliow-up 
question. I wrote down during the meeting that the tables reflect credit risk positions tong or short, so 
that the CDS positions would be the opposite, e.g. looking at the top of p 4, the $836.1 long gross 
externa! trades results from CIO selling $836.1 notional CDSs and the $^78.8 short arises from CIO 
purchasing CDSs. i believe that the chart on p 5 is similarly constructed. I also wrote down that the • 
chart on p 5 reflects the entire synthetic credit portfolio. Can you please let me know if I’ve 
misunderstood any of this. 

My follow-up question is from the grand total net positbn on p 5 and my understanding of the tables 
outlined above. Does CIO management view the $-163 million as basically flat or is the synthetic credit 
portfolio going to betaking on additional credit risk? 

Thanks, James 
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To! 

Cc: 

Subject: 

Date: 


On Monday 4/16 OCCand FRB examiners met virith Ilia Drew and several members of CIO staff and 
risk management to discuss the JPM synthetic credit book in wewof recent press reporting. This 
message provides a summary of our discussion, followed by a more the detailed summary. It 
focuses specifically on recent changes tothe synthetic credit book. 

• JPM's CIO has been using a synthetic credit {credit derivative) portfolio since 20D7. it was 
initially set up to provide income to mitigate other sfenificant credit losses that would 
surface under a broad credit stress scenario. Since it wasn't possible to tailor a specific 
hedge to the JPM balance sheet as a whole, this portfolio was constructed. As the 
investment portfolio grew in 2007-2009, the synthetic credit portfolio was used to hedge 
stress and jump to default exposures in that portfolio as well. 

• CIO's credit derivative position was managed to provide around $1 billion to $1.5 billion 
income in credit stress scenarios against firm wide losses of $5 billion to $8 billion. 

• In late 2D11, in view of a change in perception In the state of the economy, CIO managers . 
decided to reduce high-yield (HY) credit protection; however, after the AMR bankruptcy 
and with Kodak expected to file for bankruptcy, the markets for CIO’s HY indices weren't 
liquid enough to use them to unwind CIO's position. 

• The IG 9 index, which is much more liquid than HY indices, includes five "fallen angels” that 
allowed it to be used to reduce a "good part" of CIO's HY position, so it was used to reduce 
the HY protection. 

• The IG 9 market is not illiquid as it trades around $10 billion daily and spread changes for 
this index are In line with peer indices. The IG 9 curve has steepened in a move of around 
6.5 standard deviations, and there has been strong buying of deferred contracts, implying 
that the buyers are certain that there will be no defaults in the next 9 months and nearly 
certain that there will be defaults next year. In view of events, however, JPM Is conducting 
a "post mortem" of the IG 9 situation and its impact and share results with OCC and when 
completed. 

The CIO began using credit derivatives around 2007 as part of Its mandate to manege structural 
balance sheet positions. QO only uses credit derivatives on indices, not specific names. Initially 
CIO bought protection (shorted risk) on mortgages, using ABX, and high yield indices to mitigate- 
some ofthe firm's balance sheet credit exposure. At this time CIO investments were highly 
concentrated in Agency pess-th rough mortgage securities, and the structural credit risk was in the 
tines of business. 
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Through the financial crisis deposit inflows combined with lower ban demand to leave the firm 
with significant excess funds. As part of its mandate to invest, when appropriate, in high credit 
quality, liquid investments, the QO began purchasing low credit risk, top of the capital structure 
securities to use the excess funds. While high quality, these investment securities have more credit 
risk than the U.S. Agency pass-throughs that continued tp be held, so that structural credit risk in 
the investment portfolio increased along with portfolio growth. 

Throughout this the CIO continued using index credit default swaps (CDSs) to mitigate some of the 
structural credit risk in the Investment portfolio and the lines of business other than the 
investment bank, which manages its own credit risk exposure. While there are liquid markets for 
many credit derivative indices, the markets are not deep enough to fully hedge a mufti-trillion 
dollar balance sheet. CIO's credit derivative position was managed to provide around $1 billion to 
$1.S billion income in credit stress scenarbs against firmwide losses of $5 billion to $8 bullion. 

CIO managers decided to reduce the high yield credit derivative protection around Thanksgiving 
last year. After the AMR bankruptcy filing on Novemb6r29, 2011, the firm profited from its credit 
derivative positions as anticipated, but high yield index derivatives had limited liquidity as demand 
Increased. CiO managers thought that it wouldn't be possible to reduce the high yield credit 
derivative position by using the indices that created it; the best avaflable hedge product was the IG 
9 index, which has good liquidity as an Investment grade index and a high yield component as five 
of the index companies are "fallen angels" i.e., companies that have fallen below investment grade 
since the index originated. This was the reason that JPMCB began selling IG 9 CDSs; going long IG 9 
credit risk (selling CDSs) would neutralize some of the short high yield credit risk position (long 
CDSs). 

JPM provided the CIO notional CDS exposures as requested, along with a summary of the synthetic 
credit portfolio maturity profile and results of a 10% credit spread widening (CSW). The CIO CDS 
portfolio includes exposure to JPMC's IB along with third patties. The third-party counterparties 
are all major banks or broker/dealers. The stress results show that the CDS portfolio net exposure 
cannot be judged by looking at notional exposures alone. An example given is the iTraxx Main 
20Junl3 position; the notional exposure is $28 billion long risk suggesting a loss if credit spreads 
widen, but the 10% CSW shows a profit of $68 million because of equity tranche protection that is 
part of the position. 

The synthetic credit portfolio posftton now provides around $434 million income in the credit crisis 
stress scenario. Very generally, the portfolio risk profile is short high-yield risk against long 
Investment grade risk and short short-duration (to yearend 2012) investment grade risk against 
long long-duration investment grade risk, i.e. a credit curve flattener. The portfolio VaR was $59.2 
million on April Sth. The portfolio is reported in CIO positions and subject to all of the JPMC 
market risk management systems. 

Through the indices used, the portfolio provides credit protection on 588 names. 121 of them are 
from the IG 9 index, which currently gives an average $146 million jump to default at market 
recovery gain per name. This positionis stable until December 20,2012 when $32 billion of short- 
dated protection rollsoff along with $4 billion of protection on IG 9 equity tranches, and the 
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average jump to defeuft at market recovery becomes a loss of $572 miHion per name. Before that 
happer<s,CIO managers fee! they havethme to adjust the portfolio to compensate without roiling 
the iG 9 market. 

In addition to inclusion in the firm-wide stress scenarios, CIO managers routinely run other stress 
scenarios to assess portfolio performance in a variety of circumstances. The synthetic credit 
portfolio is seen to provide stress loss protection in an environment of significant credit 
deterioration with defaults or perception of imminent defaults. 

ao managers have been surprisedthattheIG 9 market has been so willing to take on and sell so , 
much protection, regardless of what JPMCdid. The market Is not illiquid as the IG 9 trades around 
$10 billion daily. The spread changes for this index are in line with peer indices. Many market 
participants have been strong buyers of deferred contracts, implying that they had complete 
certainty there would be no defaults in the next 9 months and near certainty that next year there 
will be defaults. The IG 9 curve has steepened in a move of several standard deviations. CIO 
managers said that the curve steepening move was around 6.5 standard deviations from the 
mean. A review of the IG 9 situation Is beir^ done, and it will be shared with the OCC and Fed 
when completed. 

Attendees; 

JPM: CIO attendees: ina Drew Chief Investment Officer, John Wilmot CIO CFO, Achilles Macris CIO 
Managing Director EMEA (telephone), Javier Artajo CIO Managing Director EMEA (telephone), Irv 
Goldman Market Risk Management Managing Director, Pete Welland Market Risk Management 
Managing Director, Keith Stephan Market Risk Management Executive Director EMEA (telephone), 
Greg Baer Managing Director Associate General Counsel, Joe Sabatlnl Managing Director Head 
Supervisory Relationship 

OCC attendees: Fred Crumilsh, James Hohl, Mike Kirk 
Fed attendees: Anna lacucci, two others 


• ^ 

*** If you have received this message in etror, please delete the origmal and all defies, and notify the sends 
iioniediately. Federal law prohibits the disclosure or other use this infonnation. 
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From: 

To: 

Sent: 

Subject: 


Wilmot, John 

Regu!alor\), James X <HoWV> 
4/19/2012 9:15:15 PM 
RE: CIO EMR? 


Yes, we still produce it but we don’t include in the Treasuy EMR. It is separate. I apologize for you guys being left 
off. 1 will get my team to rectify that and send you the mortNies ytd. 


John C. Wflmot 1 Chief Investment Office | + John, wilmot® jpmcrjan. com j (Work: (212) 834-5452 | (Ce!l:| 


From: Hohl (Regulator), James X 
Sent: Thursday, April 19, 2012 3:21 PM 
To: Wilmot, John 
Subject: QO EMR? 


■ = Redacted by ihe Perm;!' 
Subcommitlec on In* 


Hi Join, 

' Does the CIO still produce an EMR? It wasn't included in the January Treasury EMR, which is where ! used to see it. 
I’m looking for the balance sheet information that was in it Thanks, 


James 
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From: 

To: 

CC: 

Sent: 

Subject: 


Weiland, Peter 

Regulator\), James X <Hohf V>- 
<Wilfnot, John>;<Goldman, Irvin J> , 
4/19/201210:24:01 PM 

RE: info on VaR, CSBPV, and stress startus and limits 


I talked to someorte in reporting. The excessions email vi/as incorrect. 

We are In the midst of impiementirg stress limits that include SAA. The old limits were $500mm for MTM and 
$800mm for Aggregate excluding SAA. The mmbers I gave you below are the new usages fiily inclusive of SAA with 
the new limits as approved by Hogan et a!. It may be that the official reports for April 5 still showed the old limits. Just 
to summarize, the new ones are: 

CIO MTM usage $1.53B against limit of $1.0B 
CIO Aggregate icage $12.67B against limit of $15.0B 


Pete 

Peter Weiland 
Tei; +T 212 834 5549 
Mob: +HBHIIHHI 


From: Hoht (Regulator), James X 
Sent: Thursday, April 19, 2012 2:51 PM 
To: Weiland, Peter 

Subject: RE: Info on VaR, CSBPV, and stress static and limits 
Pete, 

he attached 4/17 excession report was the soixce of the comment. It seems to show CIO aggregate stress of $ 

1 8,454 million in the Level 1 tab to me also, Lriess we’re rtot reading It correctly. I've also included the report that we 
have for 4/5 because the way I read it in the Level 1 tab, CIO e>«:eecls both aggregate and MTM stress limits of $800 
million and $500 million respectively. Please let me know v«hether we’re reading the reports correctly. 


Redacted by the Permanent 

Subcommittee on Investigations 


Thanks. James 


From: Weiland, Peter 

Sent: Thursday, April 19, 2012 1:51 PM 

To: Hohl (Regulator), James X 

Cc: Wilmot, John; Goldman, Irvin J 

Subject: RE: Info on VaR, CSBPV, and stress status and limits 

Hi James - 

Happy to help. 


1. The Monday-Tuesday daily increase in the firm’s VaR was due primarily to an increase in the CIO VaR. This 
was not due to any new trades, but rather to martlet data. In fact, in reviewing some of the market data from 
the last week we fomd that some of the volatility from April 10 was absent in the market data and we fixed it. 

2. The aggregate stress comment is not correct. As of April 5, CIO is over its MTM stress limit, at $1.53B vs, 
limit of $1.0B. Aggregate stress usage is $12.67B vs. limit of $15B (withn limit). With respect to CS01 limit, it 
is correct that we have been in excess for some time. Ths is a fimit iiider review, as it CLflxently aggregates 
CS01s from various uiderlyings (e.g., !G and HY) Hiat shoiid not be added. We have chosen not to adjust the 
limit until we implement the new methodology. We a'e working on a new set of Emits for synthetic credit and 
the current CS01 will be replaced by sometling more sensible and grandar. 
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Best. 

Pete 


Peter Weiland 
Tei; +1 212 834 5549 
Mob; +!■■■■■■ 


RHMtMl by the Permanent 
Subcommittee on invesiigatioss 


From: Hohl (Regulator), James X 
Sent: Thursday, April 19, 2012 11:07 AM 
To: Weiland, Peter 

Subjecb Info on VaR, CSBPV, and stress status and limits 
Hi Pete, 

Would you have any color around some observations about the CIO VaR, CSBPy and stress results? 1 
received the following from another examiner this morning. Thanks, James. 

The increase in the Firm's VaR is primarily driven by CIO Synthetic Credit portfofio. 

CIO aggregate stress loss is over 23% of its $15B limit. Also, MtM cs bpvfimlt is in excession by 1074% and has been in 
excession for 71 days, 
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From: 

To: 

Sent: 

Subject: 


Kamath, Jairam -- - - 

Batista, Geralynn Redacted by tbe Permanenc 

4/23/2012 5:51:25 PM Subcommittee on iDvestigatiu'''' 

RE: Weekly Market Summary period ending 4/13 — — 


Sorry, I missed your erriaiMastweek. i also saw the final version Fred sent out. Looksgood. 

iairam.kamath^Qcc.treas.gov 
Tet; 212-899-1386 

Fax: 301^33-6238 

This message is intended for designated recipients only. If you have received this message in error, please delete 
the original and all copies and notify the settder immediately. Federal law prohibits the disclosure or other use of 
thisinformation. 


From: Batista, Geralynn 

Sent: Thursday, April 19, 2012 1:15 PM 

To: Kamath, Oairam 

Cc: Swank, Todd; Fursa, Thomas 

Subject: Weekly Market Summary period ending 4/13 

HiJairam, 

Do you mind taking a quick peek at this to confirm that it properiyreflectsthe changes to the stress testing 
framework? 

Thanks, 

Geralynn 

Stress losses Increased attributable to additional portfolios added as a result of FSI (see details below) ; IB VaR 
unchanged; trailing 5-day trading revenue is moderate at $398mm. 

STRESS RESULTS fCOB 4/6/121 

Change Current 
Current Loss/Gain 
Prior week Loss/Gatn 
Limit 
Scenario 

Firm MTM Bad Case- 
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, irm Aggregate Bad Case 


IB MTM Bad Case 


CiO MTM 


RFS MTM 


-$667mm 
-$l.Sbn 
-$860mm 
-$1.0bn 
Oil Crisis 




The AFS portfolio has been added to the CIO Aggregate stress test, resulting in a dramatic rise in stress 
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losses (see chart 1 below). However^ the inclusion of the sizable AFS portfolio represents a discontinuity in the 
Aggregate Bad Case time series as previously displayed on the graphs. To adjustfor this change, the CIO Aggregate 
loss estimate is subtracted from the series and shown on the "Adjusted" chart (see chart 2 below). 100% of CIO 
'ggregate losses are assumed to come from the AFS portfolio forsimplicity (note that prior week's CIO Aggregate 
loss contribution to Aggregate Bad Case losses was immaterial). 


Other portfolios. 



o The CIO MTM limit increased from $0-.5bn to $1.0bn 


o The CIO Aggregate limit increased from $0.8bnto $15.0bn 


Chart 1 

<c OLE Object: Picture (Device Independent Bitmap) » Redacted by the Permsnent 

SHbeommittcc on Investigatroin 

Chart 2 ' 

« OLE Object: Picture (Device Independent Bitmap) » 
i VAR (4/6-- 4/13) 


MEETING MINUTES (4/18) 

Follow-Up Items 

Review Fred's email (4/17) for to-do's while he is out 

Send Fred a list of impediments to having "strong" risk management in the areas of interest rate risk, 
price risk, and liquidity 

Summary Bullets 

General 

Sally visited to review the Supervisory Strategy over the past two days. She pointed out that regarding 
Heightened Expectations, the definition of "strong risk management" Is to be considered at the dedicated risk 
management tine, not the lines of business 

The Whaie Trade issue is considered closed-email went out to Senior Management yesterday 
DerSvatives/Rates/Equities 
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From: 

To: 


CC: 

Sent: 

Subject: 

Attachments: 


Batista, Geralynn 

<CnJmlis^ FrecJ>;<Monroe, ClvistopheP':<Ki1t. hM«e>;<Swank, Todd>:<Hohl, James>;<Banks, 
George>;<Kamath, Jaff‘am>;<:Woiig. Elwyn>;<Tom^e, Doug>:<Fursa, Thomas>;<McLaugh!in, 
Doi^>;<VourvoiJias, Andrea>;<Gl^man, Adamc»;<Mafk. Aaron> 

<Waterhousa, Scott>:<Jacob!, Gene>;<AtkffB, (aenn>;<Batlsta. Geratynn> 

4/25/2012 8:10:07 PM 

Weekly Market Sunmary period ending 4/20 

ATTACHOOO.errt . ' ' 


Stress losses increased marginally following last week's dramaticjump due to the inclusion of more portfolios 
into FSI (see last week's email attached below for more details); IB VaR is up from B5mm to 87mm; trailing S-day 
trading revenue is moderate at$378mm. 

STRESS RESULTS fCOB 4/13/12) 

Change Current 


Current Loss/Gain 
Prior week Loss/Gain 
Limit 
Scenario 


“ Redacted by the Permanent 
Subeommittce on Investigations 


Firm MTM Bad Case 


Firm Aggregate Bad Case 


!B MTM Bad Case 
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CIOMTM 


RFS MT'M 


$97mm 
-$1.4bn 
-Sl.5bn 
-$1.0bn 
Oil Crisis 


The increase !n Firm Aggregate loss was driven by CIO's elevated utilization primarily due to a large sell 
off in equities 


For the second consecutive week, CIO is breaching its$1.0bn stress limit with a utilization of $1.43bn in 
the Oil Crisis scenario 



Chart 1 

Chart 2 

AR 14/23) 
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Firm VaR is$144.9mm up from Sl34mm wowdue to CIO VaRincrease. After breaching the limit multiple 
times last week, the lirrut was raised to $145mm 



MEETING MINUTES (4/251 
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From: Crumfish, Fred 

To: Hohl, Jatres; Kamath, Jairam 

Sent: 5/6/2012 9:03:05 PM 

Subject: Re: CJO Synthetic Position 


Just got back from chiie and saw this, Also didn't see any emails or weekly summary comments since ! went on leave.. 

-ape 

OCC 

202-439-3938 

This message is intended for designated recipients only. If you have received this message in error, please delete the 
original and all copies, and notify the sender immediately. Federal law prohibits tfie disdosure or other use of this 
information. 


From: Waterhouse, Scott 
Sent: Friday, May 04, 2012 12:03 PM 
To: Crumlish, Fred; Hohl, James 
Subject: CIO Synthetic Position 


Doug Braunstein a nd John Hogan called to provide an update on the CIO position. They mentioned that if we 
have been watching the position reports and P&Ls, we would have seen that they have been taking some 
significant MTM losses over the past few weeks. These losses are on positions established sometime ago. Current 
losses are approximately $1.6 biliion. Doug said that over time, the bank has taken 'a couple billion' in gain as an 
offset to this position. 

But at this point, the remaining position is too large and the bank is trying to reduce risk. John said that the long 
position is sensitive to a 10% widening in the amount of $900MM. This is hedged with a short position in high 
yields that has a 10% sensitivity of $650MM, giving a net risk to credit spread widening of $250MM. The bank is 
taking actions now to further reduce the exposure. 

Doug said that the CIO will also close out some bond positions to take approximately Si B in gains to offset this 
loss. 

John said that Ashley Bacon, in his new role as global overseer of market risk, is introducing new risk measures and 
limits for the CIO. 

The bank will publish its Q. on Thursday, and Dougexpectsthat they will make some comment in the document. 

Doug wants to have a meeting on Wednesday to discuss the history of the position, its performance, and 'glide 
path' to further reduce the risk. He expects that the position will be down substantially by the time we get 
together. This meetingwill be with the Fed. Fred -you and Jamesshould be prepared to attend. Let'sralk 
Monday aboutthis. 

Scott 
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From: 

To: 

CC: 

Sent; 

Subject; 

Attachments: 


Crumlish, Fred 
Waterhouse, Scott 

Kamath, Jairam; Kirk, Mike; Hohl. James 

5/7/2012 6:57:01 PM 

CIO information for Wednesday 

FSI Limit Change FAQ.docac R-70Q59B-C!O_-__7-ppt.DRF 


Scott - 1 have been catching up and going through email from the team, and am sertding you a couple of background 
documents retevant to Wednesday. I believe you have the handout and notes from olt meeting with Ina Drew, but i 
can resend them as weil. 

CIO went to the DRPC in March (see attached vwsdm ine). but there wasn't a lot of discussion of the synthetic book, 
JPM woiJd acknowledge that what they do may be problematic from a Volker perspective, depending on the way the 
rules are written. (Note especially the wording of the mandate) However, ttiey strongly believe that what they do shoUd 
be exempt from Volker. I haven't found their pitch to DC or others particularly compelling however, since when before 
DC policy they tend to speak in generalities or use the word “hedge’ too much when what they do is more accurately 
described as active risk mgmt. 

Also attached is a JPM document summarizing some recent limit changes. (We have a monthly meeting with market 
risk reporting where changes to FSI and other matters related to lirrtts reporting and approval are discussed). We have 
the email where Hogan approved the new finnvwde stress Bmit. 

FY! The follow ip from our meeting with Ina Drew was to come back arxJ provide us with the results of their “post 
mortem” on the “whale” issue and the changes that were going to be put in place. On the first call (the one that 
proceeded the larger meeting with Ina) Hogan dso referred to this. I'd expect they would cover some of this during the 
meeting Wednesday 

IM HO on balance closing the book down makes seree given that it was built in light of the crisis. So it's reason for 
existing isn’t as compelling as it once was. Bank could use simpler ways of hedging OCI. 

1 asked the team to go into the FSI grids to get the main drivers of the stress loss numbers (ie, which factors contribute 
the most material share). 

Also > given CIO's rote, we haven't historically gotten daily P&Lfrom them as we do the IB given the nature of its 
operations. However ! asked James to first, put in a request for more granular daily P&L on the synthetic credit to help 
us prepare for Wednesday's meeting, and. more generally, put out the request that goirg forward we get daily P&L in a 
form such as they provide to (say) Ina Drew. Bank wi8 Hkely object to ttts. but it will help us better to answer “Volker" 
related questions internally. James is also pua'suing logic of limit changes with RM in CIO. 
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From: Kirk, Mike 

To: <CrumIish, Fred>;<Hohl, James> 

Sent: 5/10/2012 2:05:39 PM 

>ub}ect; RE; My opinion on yesterday's meeting. 


Thanks Fred, 

Wanted to get some ideas down on paper before ! forget the details, and to serve as a roadmap in the future. 
Working on so .many different things all of which will take place over longtime periods...so wanted to write down 
the thoughts, 

!'m certain James has more details and ideas. 

Regards, 

Mike 


From: CrumlLsh, Fred 

Sent: Thursday, May 10, 2012 9:58 AM 

To: Kirk, Mike; Hohl, James 

Subject: RE: My opinion on yesterday's meeting. 

See bold. 

- ape 


*** if you have received tNs message in error, please detele the original and atl copies, and notify the sender immediately. 
Federal law prohibits the disclosure or other use of this information. *** 


From: Kirk, Mike 

Sent: Thursday, May 10, 2012 9:22 AM 
To: Crumlish, Fred; Hohl, James 
Subject: My opinion on yesterday's meeting. 

Fred, 

James and I were chatting electronicalfY about the recent QO events, and I wanted to share my opinions as fiood for thought 
recognizing that these are only opinions as all the fects are not in, and I dont know for sure what has happened and what is 
the correct course of action. 

It’s not dear to me that the synthetic credit hedging strategy feiled, as it worked quite well for sometime (and perhaps until 
very recently), and then began to lose effectiveness and they didn't realize this until they tried to reduce part of it. I think it's 
possbie bank processes failed, not the micro strategy of the synthetic credit hedge. 

Agree - It wasn't the basic strategy; it was the specific trades done to adjust the position that failed; this seems to 
have eliminated a}l the benefit accrued so far. So the problem was the selection of the strategy to make the 
change 

I admire Risk for standing up and taidng blame for inadequate limits, but that's only part of the problem. No one will ever 
know prospectively how Issues may arise; that's why there’s muldple forms of oxitrols. Issues sometimes manifest 
lemselves thru risk, other times thru models and assumt^ions, others thru valuation, and others thru combinations of factors 
(.iikeiy in this case). 
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Agree - Also CIO probably needs to focus more on the short tenn time horizon as well as the longer holding 
periods (Recall Ina's comments}. 

Many processes probably may need to be enhanced and management may want to rethink their strategy approval processes 
i note the M,RA in 2010 attempts to get at this). I think all the senior managers, including Jaime Dimon, who approved this 
strategy shoulder the blame. Ithrnkina Drew considers herself to be a rreai money manager; she is not. She is a more like a 
ALM manager. The CIO function is in a bank. A real money manager produces returns monthly (sometirnes more frequently) 
to investors who can withdraw at anytime. This instills a certain amount of discipline in risk/r^urn vs. liquidity. They know 
that any investment they make may need to be liquidated in short order, therefore they need to be conscious of their size, 
size of trades, and market ability to absorb their investments when they need to exit (I realize they have liquidity lines of 
credit to a^ist with this, but this provides for orderly llquidafon, it does not provide for long term unwinds with large market 
risk exposure). Ina doesn't have that type of discipline forced upon her b/c bank liabilities are not correlated strongly to her 
return, and she doesn't have the risk that investors may wiUidraw funds if they are unhappy with her investment selecQons. 

Agree -CIO needs a more balanced perspective 

In reality Ina Drew is a hybrid, and should manager her function/business as a hybrid. Items that are marked to market 
probably should have the same processes as IB, as at the end of the day JPMC has limited appetite for P&L vol. Also, limits 
tend at JPMC to be set once there are material exposures.. In this case, because of the size of JPMCs balance sheet, they 
would likely set the limits very large anyway. Moreover, there are so many permutations on how to reduce with derivs 
(Indices, tranches etc) that the limit sy^m would have to have been extremely comprehensive, and it is unlikely they would • 
have set it up that way (particularly if they didn't have the exposures yet) even if they did think of notional limits, So, I think, 
that traders would have found other mear^ to ewt other than unwinding what they had. If reserves provided proper 
incentives to unwind vs. find less costly alternative the situation may have been better. 

Once the bank finishes their investigations etc, we can also spend more time pulling this apart. CIO was on the 
schedule for October 


More robust reserving for concentrations and liquidity may likely have resulted in traders rolling out of existing HY trades 
artier before they became off the run indices, as there may have been an incenbve to hold rnore actively and deeply traded 
indices rather than holding onto an older index as liquidity fell, and JPMC's concentration relative to market size increased. If 
the bank was not able to roll into another more liquid HY index that was a suitable hedge, this would have been an Indication 
that the strategy may be breaking down, or that conelations have changed and holdings should be changed to match 
available credit hedges. It may not ever be known what happened, but somewhere in between initiating the position and the 
point wherre the bank decided to, reduce the HY hedge the market's willingness/ability to absorb JPMC's size changed, and that 
should (I believe) be reflected in their P&L thru reserves (cal! it concentration or liquidity) and this would have provided the 
Incentives to the bank to reduce exposures before it became a multitnllion dollar issue. This is arwther way of saying that 
there was no process !n place to reevaluate the strategy as long as it was in p^ace in working in terms o f current PSiL so they 
wouldn't know they were driving bn a road where the bridge was out until they got there. The reserving process, sensitive to 
changes in concentrations and iiquidity, are the road signs warning of danger ahead. Limit structures do not provide his 
Warning until you get to the end of the road. 

1 wasn't satisfied with the comments made about valuation process and thresholds yesterday, and so we have 
some followup here. I am not sure they got he point, probably because of that "time horizon" comment, in 
addition to reserve, there were likely problems with the thresholds themselves. So this is another followup. 
(Valuation was one of the things Hogan said they are looking at) 

In the case of this micro strategy, one can look at the market and make a case that the reason why they could not exit the HY 
CDS were not due to AMR, EK, LTRO, but due to a pronouiKed change In market perceptions of risk as one could one could 
sell IG instead. "What does that tell you'7 (To qucAe a former trading mentor of mine.) I think that tells you (and with 
hindsight it's clear) that the market has changed materially, and no longer holds historial relationships true; therefore the 
JPMC traders use of historical relationships (correlations) was in error, because forward correlations were now materially 
different and likely to remain that way (as JPMCs later analysis agreed). Market's seemingly insatiable appetite to take the 
other side of JPMC's trade possibly indicated that the IMPLIED market price of tots correlation has collapsed. .something that 
eventually became realized in the losses at JPMC. 

.gree and when evaluating strategy's perhaps traders should have looked at more scenarios. We will see what they 
did. 


BANK PROPRIETARY AND/OR TRADE SECRET 
INFORMATION 


0(X-00005303 



842 


While having more granular limits would have certainly helped, the limits afone would not provide the proper incentive for 
traders to unwind the trades they have vs enter new ones and adding complewty. For as long as it is less costly to the 
traders P8d. to enter new risks vs closing old ones, new risks will be added. This is a simple taw of trading that will always 
hold true. With complex products traders can always find a way to reduce a type of exposure by adding a new one. The 
sue is when relationships assumed between the risks break down (correlatjons) the whole strategy implodes and multiple 
tiiiquid risks need to be unwound instead of one. And unwinding this is more complex that it seems because lifting one leg 
without the closing the other exposes new risks again, and it is extremely difficult to find the other side to multiple legged 
complex risks strategies; in other words it's unlikely that you will find someone who will want both legs of your complex hedge 
at a time when it's moving so much against you (or at any time for that matter because the other side of complex hedging 
strategies do not 'naturally exist"). 

Processes for new strategy should have included stresses to that strategy. But would they have stressed to extent market is 
currently dislocated? Probably not, b/c they would have based upon historical spreads and correlations which are now no 
longer relevant and the moves to current level would have been considered beyond extreme. I think this is a similar issue as 
the hybrids books.. JPMC may not stress the complex risks enough. By putting the comc^ex illiquid products thru the typical 
stress scenarios the bank is effectively ignoring the illiquidity because the standard scenarios assume an exit and rebalance 
which may not be feasible. The normal stress processes do not assume events happen multiple times, and do not go 
extremely deep into tails. 

Agree l-am curious to see what they did, though 

I have no concerns generally with the overarching strategy of the CIO fundion and what they were attempting to do. I think, 
however, that processes may need to be strengthened. I understand the bank Is looking at ali processes right now; but, I 
think we should consider steering them tow'ards changes in valuation policies and processes for mark to market items, 
initiating a new strategy review process that is documertted and signed off by all control functions (sort of like a NBIA), and a . 
review of stress processes for complex products and strategies {something I think the bankfeil short of with respect to 
hybrids). Prospective strategies should be run thru the complex stress scenarios as part of the NBIA look a-!ike process. 

Agree 

just thinking on paper, not saying that any of this is fact, or the solution. 

Regards, 

Mike 


Mike Kirk 

Capital Markets Examiner 
Large Bank Supervlsbn 
Phone: 212 B99-1383 
Fax 301 433-9209 


This tnessage is intended far designated recipients on/y. If you have received this message in error, 
please delete the original and all copies and notify the sender immediately. Federal law prohibits the 
disclosure or other use of this information. 
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From: V\feterhouse, Scott 

To: <Brosnan, Mike>;<Belshaw, Sally> 

Sent: 5/11/2012 2:58:22 PM 

iubject: RE: J.P.Morgan Chase 


Just Pfl - we did an examination of the CiO at the end of 2010 and liave a foBow-i^ planned soon. We had some 
concerns aboiA overall governance and transparency of the acfivities. We received a lot of pushback from the bank, 

Ina Drew in particular, regarding our comments. In fact, Inacaled Crumish when he was in London and “steniy” 
discussed otr conclusions wth Nm for 45 minutes. BasicaSy she said that investment decisions are made with the full 
understanding of executive management ircluding Jamie Dimori She sad that everyone knows what is going on and 
there is little need for more limits, controls, or reports. At the condusion of the exam, we issued thefolowing MRA. 

• Management should update and amend investmet« policies to dearly defir« the processes used to manage the 
investment portfolio as well as document current portfoSo objecthes and investment parameters. 

The risk management framework for the inveslmerrt portfolios (Strategic Asset Aflocation and Tactical Asset Allocation) is not 
well documented. While overall risk controls and commiaication appear to be sound, the absence of a documented 
methodology with clear records of decisions and other approvals makes it difficult to determine whether portfdio risk 
management and control are governed according to ser^r managemenl and DRPC expectations. Discussions with 
managers and a review of audit work enabled us to clarify how investment decisions are made and what parameters and 
limits exist around investment activities. Nevertheless, it is our expect atfon that the following minimums be formally 
documented: 

• While trades, portfolio decisions and market analysis focus on maintaining an agreed upon duration of equity (DOE), there 
is no report that sunmarizes support for the ^reed upon DOE. Senior ALCO receives only the DOE synopsis page, and 
documentation leading up to decisions and/or rrnnutes of those discussions should be kept. 

Guidance articuiating overall portfolio objectives or exposure targets and asset parameters is not used, While we 
recognize the need for maintaining flexbilrty in portfolio management, practices and decisions shoiJd be documented. 

Repiorting arxl analysis on below-kivestment-grade and nonrated (NR) securities should be documented better to ensure 
ongoirg compliance with OCC Bulletin 2004-25. 

It just goes to show that it is d'ffiojlt to always be smarter than the market. Humility is good. 


From; Brosnan, Mike 
Sent; Friday, May 11, 2012 10:35 AM 
To: Belshaw, Sally; Waterhouse, Scott 
Subject: Fw; J.P.Morgan Chase 


Redacted by tbe 

Permanent Subcommittee on Inresligations 
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From: 

To: 

*ent; 

object: 


Regulatort), James X <Hohl \> 
<WiiitKH, Johi>> 
5/14/201211:24:14 AM ' 

RE: CIO P&L reporting 


Hi Join, If there’s a daily P&L distribution like friose that we get from the IB, can you add eifriermeormyboss Fred 
Crumlish to it as soon as possible. Thanks, James 


From; Wiimot, John 

Sent: Wedne^ay, May 09, 2012 6:20 PM 
To; Hoh! (Regulator), James X 
Subject: RE: QO P&L reporting 

Jim - sorry for the delay, i am working on tNs request 


John C. Wibnot ] Chief Investment Office j + jehn.wnmotiDiocncrgen.coro | {Work: {212| 834-5452 | (Cell: | 


From: Hohl (Regulator), James X 
Sent: Monday, May 07, 2012 11:58 AM 
To: Wiimot, John 
Subject: CIO PSiL reporting 

Hi John, 

We’d like to get the synthetic credit P&L for the past five weeks broken out on at least a weekly basis. If 
you’ve got regular reports that show this, just forwarding thern would be best. Also, we are on the 
distribution for daily P&Ls from the (B. tf CIO MTM positions are also distributed daily, we’d like to get the 
sporting on the same basis. I am on the distribution for the daily MSR P/L Estimate. 

Thanks, James 


■ - - Redacted by the Permaneot 

Subcommittee on investigations 
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From: Crurrtfisti, Fred 

To: <\Afetertiouse, Scott> 

Sent; 5/15/2012 5:24:26 PM 

>ubiect: FW 


Exactly. Let's see what the "lessons learned" says... 
- ape 


*** If you have received this message in error, piease delete the origin^ and all copies, and notify the sender knmediateiy. 
•Federal law prohibits the disclosure or other use of this information. *** 


From: Wong, Eiwyn 

Sent; Tuesday, May 15, 2012 1:17 PM ' . 

To; Kirk, Mike; Crumlish, Fred; Fur^a, Thomas; Hohl, 3ames 
Subject: RE: 

Good point. Does not add up. Collateral dispute of $700 mil versus a double digit reserves amount? 


From: Kirk, Mike 

Sent: Tuesday, May 15, 2012 1:14 PM 
To: Wortg, Eiwyn 
Subject: RE: 

ust looked at it and can't find what i would think isthe whole book... wondering are there items they weren't price 
testing? 

Wondering how could they have' a large collateral dispute and with these reports showing.pricing this tight {16MM 
adjustment only) 

isthe synthetic portfolio compietety covered by this report? it's not dear to me. 


From: Wong, Bwyn 

Sent: Tuesday, May 15, 2012 11:18 AM 

To: Kirk, Mike ' 

Subject: 

Talked to Tom. There is March CIO VCG report in WISDM under FVP/CIO.The Powerpoint mentioned Increase by a 
small amount of reserves for CDS but we didn't find total amount in Spreadsheet ! will took more closely too. 

CIO VCG reports to CIO Controller not to Jean Francois Bessin obviously. 
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From: 

To: 

Sent: 

Subject: 


RegulatoA), James X <HohlV> 

RegulatoA), Fred X <Cnffnrish \> 

5/17/2012 7:36:43 PM 

Not Gettlr^ CIO daily P&L after only one day 


F/i - i got one CIO daily P&L dis&ibution and then didn’t yesterday. I Inqiired about it tHs morning, but haven’t heard 
back. 


From: Hohi (Regulator), James X 
Sent: Thureday, May 17, 2012 8:09 AM 
To: Rizaj, Admand X ' 

Subject RE: CIO Performance Summary • 05/15/2012 

Hi, ! received the daily report below on Tuesday, bti didn't receive it on Wednesday. Was biere a problem with the' 
report last.rugN:? Th^s, James 


From: Rizaj, Admand X 

Sent Tuesday, May 15, 2012 8:23 PM 

To: CIO Daily Performance Summary 

Subject GO Performance Summary - 05/15/2012 


Admand Rizaj ! JPMC'ClO Finance j admand, x.rtzaitPlDmofgan.cDm 1 1 (212J 854- 9677 
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From: Kir+i, Mike 

To: Wong, Elwyn 

Sent: 5/18/2012 11:26:06 AM 

iubject: RE: CIO caH with Mike Bfosnan 

Attachments: imageOOl ,png; imageOOZpng 


Agreed too. That’s the problem with using Hstorical data and assuTMng mean reversioa it wilt work a iot of times, but 
one has to be mindfud of paradigm shifts and the LTRO is a paradigm shift for the markets in the short rui. Issue is 
JPM never stressed components of the trades beyond Nstorical (I think). Had they looked at the componerfls of the 
risks and stressed them to say 4-5-6 sds they woiJd have the impacts of low probability events. Althoigh my guess is 
they woiJd have igrrared tt\at too! Arrogance drove tNs bus. 


From; Wong, Elwyn 
Sent; Thursday, May 17, 2012 7:56 PM 
. To: Kirk, Mike 

Subject: Re: CIO call with Mike Brosnan 

That’s not worth the paper it is written oa You tNr^ they can convince my clearing lady? A dollar on each cell of the 
mattrix is worth the same 


From: Kirk, Mike 

Sent: Thursday, May 17, 2012 06:20 PM 
To; Wong, Elwyn 

Subject: RE: CIO cali with Mike Brosnan 
That’s the poinU 

“he relationship obviously didn’t hold, and ! would be if we plotted the graph today the locations would be far from the 
Jagonal...and ! be if we had access to the data that the red portion is moving up and farther to the right with each 
passing day in April 


From: Wong, Bwyn 

Sent: Thursday, May 17, 2012 5:58 PM 

To; Wrk, Mike; Crumiish, Fred; Hoht, lames 

Cc: Waterhouse, Scott 

Subject: RE: GO call with Mike Brosnan 


i was not at the April 16 meeting. But let me venture to guess what it is trying to say. 


■ Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations I 
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The y-axis is rolling 10 yr cds - rolling 5 yr cds. They had a few Btoomberg graphs showing how this rolled spread 
from being NEGATIVE in 2008 and 2009 (just ^ke Greece and Italy) towards more rormayzation when it eventually 
returned to being positively sloped. 

The x-aws is the Hedge Index Composite, I venture to guess tNsls the aggregate hedge that think they need to put or\ 
related to the aggregate number on the extreme lower rigrt hand side, the $158 .498 mil. They have a whole matrix of 
•ongs and shorts and that’s the composite. As fear resided and rolling 10 yr minus rolTing 5 yr retuned to positive, they 
an reduce their total hedge. As Mike said, the REDS are which they are at now — so their hedge is not that 
unreasonable, IF THE HEDGEAMOUNT DID HAVE THIS RELATIONSHIP TO THE SLOPE of Syrto lOyrCDS 

The sentence which is somewhat p6rp!e>Jng is “the relationsNp is bouTKled by the off-the-run H Y shorts and the 
on-the-run IG shorts, Meaning that this is their core hedge? 



The whole scenario tMng about convexity is talking their book/advertizing - in a panic situation, people will run to put 
protection in the short end and not the long end. So the cuve FLATTENS again like in 2007. In other words, their 
hedge has analytical underpinning. Not only are they reducing their short risk hedge prudently accordir^ to the stope of 
toe Syr -1 Oyr, as plotted on Bloomberg, the flatterer would have been a safe bet because in case they were reducing 
their hedge too fast and the economy tailed against, the bull in flattener would be there to help. 
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From: Kirk, Mike 

Sent: Thursday, May 17, 2012 4:51 PM 

To: Crumiish, Fred; Hohl, James; Wong, Swyn 

O:: Waterhouse, Scott 

iubject: RE: CIO call with Mike Brosnan 

Fred, 

Happy to join you in your calls \Mth Mike B. 

In respect to you- questions, in the order asked: 

The graph on page 7 shows the slippage of their portfolo' compared to the hedge. The closer to the diagonal 
the more closely the hedge tracks the portfolio. The red highlighted area is recent period they were discussing 
where hedges were breaking down, and markets wa-e not moving according to their modeled projections 
based upon historical correlations. 

To make the chart you would rreed two items. A targeted portfofio and a hedge portfolio. We could askfor 
this chart of the strategy prior to re worWng the hedge position to remove part of the. hedge (why we were told 
they decided to sell !G with fallen ang^s). This request may be instructive and could settle the issue of whether 
the original portfolio was an effective hedge. P&Lfor previous 4 years, however, was fairly reasonable, so 
that would tend to support the banks statement that the hedge worked well for years. It went astray when they 
reduced the hedge. 

I tNnk Matt Zames would ykely have a different view of the choice of strategy v\ith hindsight being a benefit. 
Position realty went bad as shown in March/April, question Is did the London desk continue seilirg in IG in April 
with the curve steepening and spreads widening and baas (to theoretical) trading rich. Trts is something we do 
not at this time know. 

You can give Mike B my cell phorte number. 

Please note Elwyn and James will likely have quality information to add so you may want to wait to hear from them 
'efore passirrg alorrg. 

Regards, 

Mike 


From; Crumlish, Fred 

Sent; Thursday, May 17, 2012 4:22 PM 

To: Kirk, Mike; Hohi, James; Wong, Elwyn 

Cc! Waterhouse, Scott 

Subject: QO call with Mike Brosnan 

Scott arxl I spoke to Mike Brosnan today about what we yvere doing now and going forward on the CIO book. We will 
likely have a call with him frequently, and, partioJariy with respect to the intricacies of the position, will need to include 
you, 

A couple of things specific to the pre-April 16 interactions and some of the emails that are circulating; 

I told Mike B that the Joe Sabatini emails with selected position information were sent by the bar^ after initial 
OCC and FRB enquiries. We concluded that ttiis information was pretty much useless, as it did not tefi us what 
was happening risk wse. We also talked about a coyple of those other emails, but I emphasised that the 
culmination was getting ameetir^wilh Irra Drew and company on April 16. 

With respect to the April meeting. Mike B. is going through the “synthetic credit deck" and he had a few 
technical questions, not all of which i was able to fully answer since I didn’t recaH or had been focusing on other 
issues and didn’t think of those questions. VMth respect to this presentation: 

o Mikeand James: Please have a look at your notes for page 7 as 1 wasn't fiiiy able to explan the graph 
on the bottom. Also if you have details on the scenario description on page 11, we shoiid pass that 
along. 

o It would be rice at some point if we coiJd gel a chart such as that on page 5 *before' the position was 
put on. Maybe we will request it, maybe not Let’s see if we need it after going through new reporting 
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o More to ttie point, I told Mike that the bank would Ikdy not stand behind (aside from a stat^ent that it 
was the best they knew at the time) this analysis at tHs point, as the position turned out to be far more 
problematic than presented and so the description of risk was missing, 
o Mike Kirk-as usual, don't be surprised If Mike justcafe yousometime. 

1 told Mike that next Monday we wiii be going over cgrrent risk reporting and positions in more detail, as the 
reporting is evolving. He might want to speak wifri us shortly after. I’d expect to have Mike and Elwynto help 
speak to technical details etc. 

So, keep your notes cu(Tent..AII emails get circulated vwdely, and of course generate questions. 


- ape 

*** >"00 have received this messa^ in error, please delete the ori^nal and all copies, and nolifr the sender iimnediatcly. Federal law 

proluhils the disclosure or other Hsc of this iufbrioatiaa 
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From: Karpath, Jairam 

To: <CaBnlish, Fred>;<Fjrsa, TT»mas>;<Wong, Elwynp* 

Sent: 5/21/2012 3:20:02 PM 

Subject: RE: cio var ctiange 


Here are a few comments from the days preceding the synthefic credit VaR model change that became effective 
1/27/12. Note the reduction of CIO VaR by 44% to $57mm. 

COB 1/23/12 _ , 

The stand abne VaR for each LOB are as follows: IB b $72mm (t®. $120mm Bmit), CIO b $103mm (vs. $105mm limit), RFS is 
$1 2mm {\s. $95rTim liirnt), TSS is $9mm (\®. $25mm temlt). Private Equity 'is $9mm (no limit set given immateriality), and AM is 
$0.2mm (no limit set given immateriality). 

*C!0 95% VaR has become elevated as CIO balances credit protection and management of its Basel ill RWA. In so 
doing, CIO has increased its overall credit spread protection (the action taken thus far has further contributed to the 
positive stress benefit in the Credit Crbis (Large Flattening SeH-ofO for this portfolio which has increased from 
+$1 .4bn to +$1 .6bn) while increasing VaR during the breach period. 

Action has been taken to reduce the VaR and will continue, in addition, CIO has developed an improved VaR model for 
synthetic credit and has been working with MRG to gain approval, which is expected to be implemented by the end of 
January. 

The impact of the new VaR model based on Jan. 18 data will be a reduction of CIO VaR by 44% to $57mm. 

COB 1/24/12 

CIO continues to manage the synthetic credit portfolio balancing credtt protection and Base! Ill RWA. The new VaR 
model for CIO was approved today by MRG and is expected to be implemented prior to month-end. 


' Redacted by the Permanent 
Subconml^ oa InvesHgatioes 


iairam.kamath@occ.treas.qov 
Tel; 212-899-1386 
BB; 

Fax; 301-433-6238 

This message is intended for designated recipients only, if you have received this message in error, please delete the 
original and alt copies and notify the sender immediately. F^eral law proHbits the disclosure or other use of tNs 
information. 


From; Crumlish, Fred 

Sent; Monday, May 21, 2012 10:54 AM 

To; Fursa, Thomas; Wong, Bwyn; Kamath, lairam 

Subject; cio var change 

During the model control exam or elsewhere, did you specifically discuss the CIO VaR change. If so, let me know what 
and how. We can discuss. If It’s a workpaper comment or meeting note, you can send me the link 


• ape 

*** Ifyouluve received tlis urs'saEp in error, please dcictt dr original and all copies, and notif*- tb? seuder iioiediately. Federal lavr' 
proliibiis lie disclosure or oUrt use ofOiis iiifoniBiion **• 
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From: Waterhouse, Scott 

To: Brosnan, Mike; Belshaw, SaRy 

Sent: 6/29/2012 8:07:30 PM 

ubject; FW: 2nd Witmer Hale Call 


interesting commentary. TNs is the SEC questiorang of V\%nefHale. 


From: Kirk, Mike 

Sent: Friday, June 29, 2012 9:06 AM 
To: Wong, Swyn; Waterhouse, Scott; Crumilsh, Fred 
Cc: Hoht, James; Patro, Dilip; Banks, George 
Subject; RE: 2nd Wiimer Hale Cali 

Yes, a huge percentage at that point in history. 


From; Wong, Elwyn 

Sent; Friday, June 29, 2012 9:01 AM 

To: Kirk, Mike; Waterhouse, Scott; Crumiish, Fred 

Cc: Hohl, James; Patro, Diiip; Banks, George 

Subject: Re: 2nd Wiimer Hate Cali 

That was my immediate reaction as weH. Wfl be interesting to see what more they have to say in the 3rd cal! focusing 
on valuation. But more importantly, the few hundred million divergence was sipposed to have been reflected in the 
PnL on the last day of March. Then in April there was another 700 mil collateral dispute? i mean, DISPUTE - that is a 
percentage of the mark to market! 


'-om: Kirk, Mike 

ant: Friday, June 29, 2012 07:38 AM 
To: Wong, Bwyn; Waterhouse, Scott; Crumiish, Fred 
Cc: Hohi, James; Patro, Dilip; Banks, George 
Subject: RE: 2nd Wiimer Hale Call 


Section 1 on Traders is damaging to Hogan’s reputation in respect to his interaction with regulators, In , 
my opinion. 

On the very first daily call, Hogan discussed that earlier there had been a large collateral dispute with 
their counterparties, i questioned him on how it was resolved and he said JPM eventually agreed to the 
counterparties marks and then paid out the near $400MM amount. I then followed with a. question 
relating to what I described as mismarked books to which Hogan forcefully stated JPM books were not 
mismarked; leaving both Elwyn and me left puzzled over how a collateral dispute could be resolved by 
agreeing to the counterparties marks, without admitting your own marks were incorrect. The 4^^ bullet 
point below is consistent with a collateral dispute that is resolved by agreeing to counter parties levels, 
and more consistent with a common sense view of likely drivers of the same. 


From: Wong, Bwyn 

Sent; Thursday, June 28, 2012 6:17 PM 

To: Watertiouse, Scott; Crumiish, Fred; Kirk, Mike 

Cc: Hohl, James; Patro, Dilip; Banks, George 

Subject 2nd W\\mer Hale Call 


/ilmer Hale made Part 2 of their presentation today In terms of their findings. They have yet 
to finish interviewing JPM employees i n London. Materials were handed out to our DC 
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people. Tom Dowd and Kevin Lee were 2 names I recognize. 

There will be a third presentation specifically on trader marks and VCG. It is currently 
theduled for next Tuesday but Wilmer Hale is asking for more time possibly until week after 
July 4*^ as they are still interviewing Lodon employees. 

Today Wilmer Hale focused on who knew what and when they knew. 

Traders: 

Perplexingly, traders seem to have formulated their RWA reduction strategy based 
on their ovvn method of calculating RWA outside of that calculated by Risk 
Management/Finance (unsure how exactly the latter calculates it but it did to a large extent 
involve Westend and unsure why IG vs HY would reduce RWA at all). While there was not 
much disagreement between traders and Risk on the large reduction in VaR upon the 
implementation of Westend, there were lengthy debates on why RWA should increase upon 
the rollout of the Westend. The disagreement led to Venkat and Olivier’s involvement in the 
first place (separate and distinct from Hogan parachuting them in by April 27*^), Macris was 
unsuccessful in convincing Venkat that traders RWA methodology was correct and Risk 
Management’s was wrong. , 

Traders had debated splitting tranches and their delta hedges into one'book to 
calculate Comprehensive Risk Measure (CRM) and the pure index positions into another 
' ook to calculate Incremental Risk Capital (IRC) 

Macris and Drew made no mentioning of increase in RWA (according to Risk 
Management’s calculation) in February CIO ERM attended by Dimon and Braunstein 

Wilmer Hale has already begun using the term “hiding losses”, A junior trader Julian 
Grout was responsible for FO daily marks. He kept a record of the difference between 
“crude-mids” (taking market prices without taking specific consideration of circumstances and 
size and who it was from) and CIO marks. It was $100mil in Jan 2012 and had grown to 
$300mil in Mar. That record was last dated 03/15/2012. Real market marks were trued by 
end of Mar and the large loss on 3/31/2012 was due to that one reason. For example, a 
realized loss was $12 mil on a day in March when the crude-mid divergence was $600 mil. 

On another day, it was $18 mil loss when the divergence was $300 mil. 

Bruno Iksil mused on divergence reaching $1 bil by the end of March but if CIO held 
out it would not lose a single penny. On a Friday, he said he didn’t want to come back on 
Monday. 

Traders were intentionally doing larger notionals to drive the market their way. They 
talked about “taking the P/L pain’’ versus the, risk of building larger positions. 

Traders gave much smaller loss estimates under different scenarios repeatedly 
-uring rehearsals for the earnings call and inquiries triggered by the Bloomberg London 
Whale article Just prior to that. 80% chance of Q2 losses between $150 mil and $250 mil but 
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possible large drawdown intra-quarter. 

A lot of emails between Bruno and Javier not less from them to Maoris 

When Ina met with traders to further discuss why the results of Risk Management’s 
RWA calculations were so different from the traders, they did not include positions put on 
from 3/7 to 3/20 ( we now know they doubled down around this time) 

Other senior hires within CIO made incidental suggestions. Head of NA CIO trading 
suggested using IRS swap spread to hedge credit spread widening. John Wilmott suggested 
using OCI to fund some unwinds. Wilmott also suggested closing the book entirely 

Dimon and Braunstein 

Nothing new on this front as I have written on this extensively in the last email, in a 
nutshell, they only began asking for details around the Bloomberg news break and during the 
run-up to the 4/13/2012 earnings call. Maoris told Braunstein the majority of the positions 
were taken in Jan and Feb but we now know the doubling down in March. Dimon, Braunstein 
and Hogan believed Ina and Maoris well into April for at least another week after 4/13/2012 
earnings call. That was when more significant losses began to show. 

Risk Reporting 

For the 4/13 earnings supplement, neither Levine Surtani and Matt Lynch from Risk 
"’eporting nor Goldman/Weiland knew they should be disclosing VaR model change even 
mough SEC guidelines said they should. They even consulted Ashley Bacon. After 
Goldman/Weiland sign-off, since only average VaR was reported, no one had picked up on 
the sudden decrease in VaR caused by the new model. 

Only when 10Q was about to be filed and more people were involved such as PCW 
and Controllers were they then made aware of the need for disclosure. 

The part on why they had to re-instate old model with a much large VaR is now 
familiar to us 
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From; Market Risk Management - Reporting <marketriskmanagement-reporting@jpmorgan.com> 

Sent: Fri, 20 Jan 2012 23:10:24 GMT 

Market Risk Management - Reporting <marketriskmanagement-reporting@jpmorgan.com>; Dimon, Jamie 
<jamie.dim'on@jpmchase.com>; Hogan, John J. <John J.Hogan@ipmorgan.com>; Zubrow, Barry L 
<barrY.l.zubrow@jpmchase.com>; Staley, Jes <jes.staley@]pmorgan.com>: Drew, ina 
<!na.Drew@jpmorgan.com>; Rauchenberger, Louis <louis.rauchenberger@jpmorgan.com>; Lake, Marianne 
To: <Mananne.Lake@jpmorgan.com>; Wetland, Peter <peter.weiland@jpmchase.com>; Weisbrod, David A. 

<David.A.Weisbrod@jpmchase.com>; Bacon, Ashley <Ash!ev.Bacon@jpmorgan.com>; Beck, David J 
<david.j.beck@jpmchase.com>; Braunstein, Douglas <Douglas.Braunstein@jpmorgan.com>; Morzaria, Tushar R 
<tushar.r.morzaria@jpmorgan.com>; Wilmot, John <JOHN.WILMOT@jpmorgan.com>; Dellosso, Donna 
<Donna.Deilosso@jpmorgan,com>; Bisignano, FrankJ <frank.j.bisignano@jpmchase.com> 

Doyle, Robin A. <Robin.A.DoYle@chase.com>; Waring, Mick <Mick.Waring@jpmorgan.com>; Market Risk 
Reporting <Market_Risk_Reporting@ipmchase.com>; Sreckovic, Steven <steven.sreckovic@jpmorgan.com>; 
CC: McCaffrey, Lauren A <lauren.a.mccaffrey@]pmorgan.com>; Tocchio, Samantha X 

<samantha.x.tocchio@jpmorgan.com>; Chiavenato, Ricardo S. <ricardo.s.chiavenato@jpmorgan.com>; Chen, 
Dan <Dan,Chen@jpmorgan.com>; Goldman, Irvin J <irv«n.j.goldman@jpmchase.com> 

Subject: JPMC Firmwide VaR - Daily Update - COB Dl/19/2012 


Firmwide 9S% lOQ VaR 


The Firm’s 95% lOQVaR as of cob 01/19/2012 has decreased bv$9mm from the prior day's VaR to$129mm and 
continues to breach the Sl25mm Firm VaR limit for the fourth consecutive day. 

CIO's 95% lOQ VaR'^ as of cob 01/19/2012 has decreased by $2.5mm from the prior day's VaR to SlOOmm and 
continues to breach the S95mm CIO VaR limit for the fourth consecutive day. 

The decrease in the Firm's VaR is primarily driven by an overall increase in diversification benefit across the Firm 

and position changes in CIO and MSR. 

Each LOB's contributio n to the Firm's $129mm VaR (as shown by marginal VaR) are: I5m||||||^|^miimi|||^ 

^210 ($78mm mVa R, primarily 

driven by CIO Inter national credit tranche book), RFS | 

Private Equity 


The stand al one VaR for each LOB are as follows: IB is | 

RFS 

L and AMl 


|CI0 Is $100mm (vs. $95mm 
■Private Equity I 


'*CIO 95% VaR has become elevated as CIO balances credit protection and management of its Basel III RWA. In so 
doing, CIO has increased its overall credit spread protection (the action taken thus far has further contributed to the 
positive stress benefit in the Credit Crisis (Large Flattening Sell-off) for this portfolio which has increased from 
+$1.4bn to -^$l,6bn) while increasing VaR during the breach period. 

Action has been taken to reduce the VaR and will continue. In addition, CIO has developed an improved VaR model 
for synthetic credit and has been working with MRG togain approval, which is expected to be implemented by the 
end of January. 

The impact of the new VaR model based on Jan. 18 data will be a reduction of CiO VaR by 44% to$57mm. 


lOQ Externally Disclosed VaR 
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From: MRM Reporting <mrm.reporting@jpmchase.com> 

Sent: Fri, 20 Jan 2012 23:10:53 GMT 

Dimon, Jamie <jamie.dimon@jpmchase.com>; Hogan, John J. <John J.Hogan@jpmorgan,com>; 
Zubrow, Barry L <bany.l.zubrow@jpmchase.com> 

Staley, Jes <jes.staley@jpmorgan.coni>; Drew, &ia <Ina.Drew@jpmorgan.com>; Doyle, Robin A. 
<Robin,A.Doyle@chase,com>; Weiland, PetCT <peter.weiIand@jpmchase.com>; Bacon, Ashley 
<Ashley.Bacon@jpmorgan.com>; Waring, Mjck <Mick.Waring@jpmorgan.com>; Lochtefeld, 
Thomas A<thomas.a.lochtefeld@jpmorgan.coiii>; Surtani, Lavine <Lavlne.Surtani@jpmchase.com>; 
Tocchio, Samantha X<samantha.x.tocchio@jpmorgan.com>; Goldman, Irvin J 
* <irvin-j.goldman@jpmchase.cotrf>; Gondell, Sarah N <sarah.n.gondell@jpmorgan.com>; Sreckovic, 
Steven <steven.sreckovic@jpmorgan.com>; McCaffrey, Lauren A 
<lauren.a.mccafFrey@jpmorgan.com>; MRMBusiness Reporting 

<MRM_Business_Repordng@jpmchase.com>; MRM Reporting <mrm.reporting@jpmchase.com>; 
Intraspect - LIMITS <Intraspect_-_LIMITS@restricted.chase.com> 

Subject; JPMC 95% lOQ VaR - Limit Excession Notification (COB I/I9/12) 


The Firm’s 95% lOQ VaR breached its $125mm limit for the fourth consecutive day on January 19th 2012, 
primarily driven by CIO, 

CIO 95% VaR has become elevated as CIO balances credit protection and management of its Basel III RWA. In 
so doing, CIO has increased its overall credit spread protection (the action taken thus far has further contributed 
to the positive stress benefit in the Credit Crisis (Large Flattening Sell-off) for this portfolio which has 
increased from +$1 ,4bn to +$1 .6bn) while increasing VaR during the breach period. 

Action has been taken to reduce the VaR and will continue. In addition, CIO has developed an improved VaR 
model for synthetic credit and has been working with MRG to gain approval, which is expected to be 
implemented by the end of January. 

The impact of the new VaR mode! based on Jan. 18 data will be a reduction of CIO VaR by 44% to $57mm. 


Blackberry friendly. 

S mm 

COB VaR Limit 
i/19/2012 129.2 125,0 
i/18/2012 138.0 125.0 
1/17/2012 132,9 125.0 
1/16/2012 126.5 125,0 
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From: 

Sent: 

To: 


CC: 


Subject; 


MRM Reporting <mnn.reporting@jpmchase.coin> 

Mon, 23 Jan 2012 20:30:50 GMT 

Dimon, Jamie <jamie-dimon@jpmdiase.coin>; Hogan, John J. <John. J,Hogan@jpmorgan.com> 
Drew, Ina <Ina,Drew@jpmorgan.com>; Staley, Jes <jes.staley@jpmorgah,com>; Weiland, Peter 
<peter.weiland@jpmchase.coni>; Bacon, Ashl^ <Ashiey.Bacon@jpmorgan.com>; Waring, 
Mick <Mick-Waring@jpmorgan,com>; Doyle, Robin A. <Robin- A-Doyie@chase.com>; 
Bisignano, Frank J <fraTik,j,bisignano@jpmchase.com>; Tocchio, Samantha X 
<samantha.x.tocchio@jpmorgan,com>; Lochtrfeld, Thomas A 

<thomas,a.lochtefeld@jpmorgan.coni>; GREEN, IAN <ian.green@jpmorgan.com>; Gondell, 
Sarah N <sarah.n.gondel]@jpmorgan.com>; MRM Firmwide Reporting 
<MRM_Finnwide_Reporting@jpmorgan.com>; Intraspect - LIMITS <Intraspect_- 
_LIMITS@restTicted.chase.com> 

APPROVAL NEEDED; JPMC 95% lOQ VaR One-Off Limit Approval 


Importance: High 


This email is to request your approval to implement the temporary increase of the Firm's 95% lOQVaR limit from 
Sl25mm to $140mm, expiring on January 31“ 2012. There is a pending approval for a new model for the CIO Inti Credit 
Tranche book. If the new modei is approved and implemented prior to January 31“, the Firm's 95% lOQ VaR limit will 
revert back to the original Sl25mm level. 

CIO 95% VaR has become elevated as CIO balances credit protection and management of its Basel 111 RWA. In so doing, 
CiO has increased its overall credit spread protection (the action taken thus far has further contributed to the positive 
stress benefit in the Credit Crisis {Large Flattening Seil-off) for this portfolio which has increased from +Sl.4bn to 
+$1.6bn) while increasing VaR during the breach period. 

Action has been taken to reduce the VaR and will continue. In addition, CIO has developed an improved VaR model for 
synthetic credit and has been working with MRG to gain approval, which is expected to be implemented by the end of 
January. 

The impact of the new VaR model based on Jan. 18 data will be a reduction of CIO VaR by 44% to S57mm. 


Below are estimated VaR levels for COB 1/18/12 using the new Credit Tranche modei. 


COB 1/18/12 


CURRENT 

FIRM 


NEW MODEL 
FIRM 


CURRENT NEW MODEL 

CIO CIO 


95% lOQ 
VaR 


$137,961,471 


$98,456,554 


$102,385,406 $57,183,430 


Proposed Change to the Firm's 95% lOQ VaR: 

LOB Limit Type: Levd 1 Current Limit Proposed Temporary Limit 

JPMC 95%10QVaR $125mm $140mm 


If more information is reauired. olease let usJmoj^i^w^rilUrrange^ogfwjde^fu^ details, 
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Blackberry friendly: 

Temporary increaseof the JPMC 95% lOQVaR Limit from $125mm to $140min. 

Upon receipt of your approval, the above limit change will be entered into Market Risk Systems with a start date of 
January 20, 2012. 

If you approve of the limit change, please reply to all with your approval. 

Thankyou. 


CONFIDENTIAL TREATMENT REQUESTED BY J.P. MORGAN CHASE & CO. 


JPM-CIO-PSI 0004661 



860 


From: Dimon, Jamie <jamie.dimon@jpmchase.com> 

Sent: Mon, 23 Jan 2012 23:13:18 GMT 

•j. Hogan, John J. <John,J.Hogan(§)jpmorgan.com>; MRM Reporting 

■ <mrm.reporting(g)jpmchase.com> 

Drew, Ina <Ina.Drew(g)jpmorgan.conn>; Staley, Jes <jes.staley(g)jpmorgan.com>; Weiiand, Peter 
<peter.weiland@]pmchase.com>; Bacon, Ashley <Ashley.Bacon(g)jpmorgan.com>; Waring, Mick 
<Mick.Waring(ajpmorgan.com>; Doyle, Robin A. <Robln.A.Doyle(§)chase,com>; Bisignano, Frank 
J <frank,j.bisignano@jpmchase.com>; Tocchio, Samantha X 
CC: <samantha.x.tocchio@jpmorgan.com>; Lochtefeld, Thomas A 

<thomas.a.lochtefeld@jpmorgan.com>; GREEN, IAN <ian.green(g)jpmorgan,com>; Gondell, 
Sarah N <sarah.n.gondell@jpmorgan.com>; MRM Firmwide Reporting 
<MRM_Rrmwide_Reporting@]pmorgan.com>; Intraspect - LIMITS <Intraspect,_- 
_LIMns@restricted.chase.com> 

Subject: Re: APPROVAL NEEDED: JPMC 95% lOQ VaR One-Off Limit Approval 


From: Hogan, John J. 

To: MRM Reporting; Dimon, Jamie 

Cc: Drew, Ina; Staley, Jes; Weiiand, Peter; Bacon, Ashley; Waring, Mick; Doyle, Robin A.; Bisignano, Frank J; Tocchio, Samantha X; 
Lochtefeld, Thomas A; GREEN, IAN; Gondell, Sarah N; MRM Firmwide Reporting; Intrasp^ - LIMITS 
Sent: Mon Jan 23 17:44:41 2012 

Subject: RE; APPROVAL NEEDED: JPMC 95% lOQ VaR One-Off Limit Approval 


I approve. 


From: MRM Reporting 

Sent: Monday, January 23, 2012 3:31 PM 

To; Dimon, Jamie; Hogan, John J. 

Cc: Drew, Ina; Staley, Jes; Weiiand, Peter; Bacon, Ashley; Waring, Mick; Doyle, Robin A.; Bisignano, Frank J; Tocchio, Samantha X; 
Lochtefeld, Thomas A; GREEN, IAN; Gondeii, Sarah N; MRM Firmwide Reporting; Intrasp^ - LIMITS 
Subject: APPROVAL NEEDED: JPMC 95% lOQ VaR One-Off Limit Approval 
Importance: High 

This email is to request your approval to implement the temporary Increase of the Firm's 95% lOQ VaR limit from 
$125mm to $140mm, expiring on January 31^, 2012. There is a pending approval for a new model for the CIO Inti 
Credit Tranche book. If the new mode! is approved and implemented prior to January 31®^ the Firm's 95% lOQ VaR 
limit will revert back to the original $125mm level. 

CIO 95% VaR has become elevated as CIO balances credit protection and management of its Basel 11! RWA. In so 
doing, CIO has increased Its overall credit spread protection (the action taken thus far has further contributed to the 
positive stress benefit in the Credit Crisis (Large Flattening Sell-off) for this portfolio which has increased from 
+$1.4bn to -vSl.Sbn) while increasing VaR during the breach period. 


Action has been taken to reduce the VaR and will continue. In addition, CIO has developed an improved VaR model 
for synthetic credit and has been working with MRG to gain approval, which is expected to be implemented by the 
end of January. 
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The impact of the new VaR mode! based on Jan. 18 data will be a reduction of CIO VaR by 44% to S57mm. 

Below are estimated VaR levels for COB 1/18/12 using the new Credit Tranche model. 

COB 1/18/12 CURRENT FIRM NEW MODEL FIRM CURRENT CIO NEW MODEL CIO 
95%10QVaR $137,961,471 $98,456,554 $102,385,406 $57,183,430 


Proposed Change to the Firm's 95% 10Q.VaR: 

LOB Limit Type: Level 1 Current Limit Proposed Temporary Limit 

JPMC 95%10QVaR $125mm $140mm 

If more information is required, please let us know and we will arrange to provide further details. 

Blackberry friendly: 

Temporary increase of the JPMC 95% lOQ VaR Limit from $125mm to $140mm.. 

Upon receipt of your approval, the above limit change will be entered into Market Risk Systems with a start date of 
January 20, 2012. 

If you approve of the limit change, please reply to all with your approval. 

Thank you. 


Confidential Treatment Requested by J.P. Morgan & Co. 
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From: Market Risk Management - Reporting <marketri slc management-reporting(g>jpmorBan.com > 

Sent: rLTeT^^n^MYooioS^SsWr ~ ^ ^ 

Market Risk Management - Reporting <marketrlskmanagement-reporting(®jpmorgan.com>: Dimon, Jamie 
<jamie.dimon@jpmchase.com>; Hogan, John J. <JohnJ.Hogan@jpmorgan.com>;Zubrow, Barry L 
<barrv.!.zubrow@Jpmchase.com>: Staley, Jes <jes.staley@jpmorgan.com>; Drew, !na 
<lna.Drew@]pmorgan.com>; Goldman, Irvin J<irvin.j.go!dman@jpmchase.com>: Weiiand, Peter 
<peter.weiland@Jpmchase.com>; Weisbrod, David A: <David.A.Weisbrod@jpmchase.com>; Bacon, Ashley 
<Ashley.Bacon@jpmorgan,com>; Beck, David J <david.J.beck@jpmchase.com>; Braunsteiri, Douglas 
<Douglas.Braunstein@jpmorgan.com>; Morzaria, Tushar R <tushar.r.morzana@jpmorgan,com>; Wiimot, John 
<JOHN.WiLMOT@jpmorgan.com>; Dellosso, Donna <Donna.Deliosso@jpmorgan.com>; Bisignano, Frank J 
<frank.J.bi5ignano@jpmchase.com>: Rauchenberger, Louis <louis.rauchenberger@jpmorgan.com>; Lake, 
Marianne <Marianne.Lake@jpmQrgan.com> 

Doyle, Robin A. <Robin.A.Doy!e@chase.com>; Waring, Mick <Mick.Waring@jpmorgan.com>; Market Risk. 
Reporting <Market_Risk_Reporting@jpmchase.com>; GREEN, IAN <ian.green@jpmorgan.com>; McCaffrey, 
Lauren A <iauren.a.mccaffreY@]pmorgan.com>; Tocchio, Samantha X <samantha.x.tocchio@jpmorgan,com>; 
Chiavenato, Ricardo S. <ricardo.s.chiavenato@ipmorgan.com>; Cher, Dan <Dan.Chen@jpmorgan.com> 
Subject: JPMC Firmwide VaR - Daily Update - COB 01/20/2012 


•V. B Redacted by the PcrmaDent 

Subcomininee on Investlgatioiu 


Firmwide 95% lOQ VaR 


• The Firm’s 95% lOQ VaR as of cob 01/20/2012 is $131mm of the $140mm limit, an increase of $3mm from the 
prior day's revised VaR. 

• CIO’s 95% IQQVaR* as of cob 01/20/2012 is $100mm of the $lDSmm limit, materialiy unchanged from the prior 


day's VaR. 

Each LOB'S contribution to the Firm’s Sl31mm VaR (as shown by marginal VaR) are: IB 

tiO {$80mm mVaR, primarily 

driven by CIO International credit tranche book), RFS 
Private Equity (j 



•CIO 95% VaR has become elevated as CIO balances credit protection and management of its Basel III RWA. In so 
doing, CIO has increased its overall credit spread protection (the action taken thus far has further contributed to the 
positive stress benefit in the Credit Crisis (Large Flattening Sell-off) for this portfolio which has increased from 
+$1.4bn to +Sl.6bn) while increasing VaR during the breach period. 

Action has been taken to reduce the VaR and will continue. In addition, CIO has developed an Improved VaR model 
for synthetic credit and has been working with MRG to gain approval, which is expected to be implemented by the 
end of January. 

The impact of the new VaR model based on Jan. 18 data will be a reduction of CIO VaR by 44% to $57rnm. 


lOQ Externally Disclosed VaR 

The below table shows the 95% lOQVaR for the current quarter compared with the prior quarter and the corresponding 
quarter of prior year. 
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From: Market Ri!;k Management- Reporting <mar k etrisk rTian aEement-fepQrting@jpmdrgan.com> 

Sent: Tue, 24 Jan 2012 23:31:28 GMT 

Market Risk Management - Reporting <marketriskmanagement-reporting@jpmorgan.com>; Dimon, Jamie 
<jamie.dimon@jpmchase.com>; Hogan, John J.<JohnJ.Hogan@jpmorgan.com>;Zubrow, Barry L 
<barry.l.zubrow@)pmchase.com>; Staley, Jes<jes.stalev@ipmorgan.com>; Drew, Ina 
<lna.Drew@jpmorgan.com>; Goldman, Irvin J <irvin.jigoldman@jpmchase.com>: Weiiand, Peter 
<peter.weiland(a)jpmchase.com>; Weisbrod, David-A. <DavidAWeisbrod@|pmchase.com>; Bacon, Ashley 
<Ashley.Bacon@jpmorgan.com>; Beck, David J <dawd.j.bedc@Jpmchase.corh>; Braunstein, Douglas 
<Dougias.Braun5tein@jpmorgan.com>; Mor7aria,Tushar R<tu5har.r.morzaria@jpmorgan-com>; Wiimot, John 
<JOHN.WILMOT@jpmorgan.com>; Detlosso, Donna <Donna.Dellosso@jpmorgan.com>; Bisignano, FrankJ 
<frank.j.bisign3no@jpmchase.com>; Rauchenberger, Louis <douis.rauchenberger@jpmorgan.com>; Lake, 
Marianne <Marianne.Lake@jpmorgan.com> 

Doyle, Robin A. <Robin.A.DovIe@chase.com>; Waring, Mick <Mick.Waring@}pmorgan.com>; GREEN, IAN 
<ian.green@jpmorgan.com>; McCaffrey, Lauren A <lauren.a.mccaffrey@jpmorgan.com>;Tocchio, Samantha X 
<samantha.x.tocchio@jpmorgan.com>; Chiavenato, Ricardo S. <ricardo.s.chiavenato@jpmorgan.com>; Chen, 

Dan <Dan.Chen@jpmorgan.com>; Market Risk Reporting <Market_Risk_Reporting@Jpmchase.com> 

Subject: JPMC Firmwide VaR - Daily Update - COB 01/23/2012 

■mms Redacted by the Permanent 

— - — — S i ibeotmH i tt ee a w I n vo ti gation s 

Firmwide 9S% lOQVaR 

• The Firm's 95% lOQ VaR as of cob D1/23/2D12 is $134mm of tf^e $140mm limit, an increase of $3mm from the 
prior day's VaR. 

• CIO's 95% lOQVaR* as of cob 01/23/2012isSl03mmoftheSl05mm limit, an increase of $3mm from the prior 
day's VaR. 

• Each lob's contribution to the Firm's $134mm VaR (as shown by marginal VaR) are: IB flHHHBHHBHi 

CIO (S79mm mVaR, primarily • 


driven by CIO Internationa! credit tranche book), RFS 

Equity 


CIO is $lQ3mm (vs. $105mm 
is 


■^CIO 9S% VaR has become elevated as CIO balances credit protection and management of Its Basel Hi RWA. In so 
doing, CIO has increased its overall credit spread protection (the action taken thus far has further contributed to the 
positive stress benefit in the Credit Crisis (Large Flattening Sell-off) for this portfolio which has increased from' 
+$1.4bn to +Sl.6bn) while increasing VaR during the breach period. 

Action has been taken to reduce the VaR and will continue. In addition, CIO has developed an improved VaR model 
for synthetic credit and has been working with MRG to gain approval, which is expected to be implemented by the 
end of January. 

The impact of the new VaR model based on Jan. 18 data will be a reduction of CIO VaR by 44% to SS7mm. 


The below table shows the 95% lOQ VaR for the current quarter compared with the prior quarter and the corresponding 
quarter of prior year. 
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'"‘•om: Hogan, John J. <JohnJ,Hogan@jpmorgan.com> 
nt: Sat, 28 Jan 20^16:18:23 GMT 

lo: Dimon, Jamie <jamie.climon@jpmchase.com> 

Subject: Fw: JPMC RrmWide VaR ~ Daily Update - COB 01/26/2012 


This should be the last day of firmwide VaR breach. A CIO model change is planned to go in this week-end. New VaR 
methodology approved (and now the same methodology as IB) reduces standalone Credit VaR by approx $30 mio. John 


From; Market Risk Management - Reporting 

To; Market Risk Management - Reporting; Dimon, Jamie; Hogan, John J.; Zubrow, Barry L; Staley, Jes; Drew, Ina; Goldman, Irvin J; 
Weiland, Peter; Weisbrod, David A.; Bacon, Ashley; Beck, Dawd J; Braunstein, Douglas; Morzaria, Tushar R; Wilmot, John; Deliosso, 
Donna; Bisignano, Frank J; Rauchenberger, Louis; Lake, Marianne 

Cc: Doyie, Robin A.; Waring, Mick; Market Risk Reporting; GREEN, IAN; McCaffrey, Lauren A; Tocchio, Samanttia X; Chiavenato, 
Ricardo S.; Chen, Dan 
Sent: Fri Jan 27 18:16:35 2012 

Subject: JPMC Firmwide VaR - Daily Update - COB 01/26/2012 


Redacted by the Permanent 

Subcommittee on Investigations 


Fimiwlde 95% lOQ VaB 


The Firm's 95% lOQ VaR as of cob 01/26/2012 has increased by $8mm from the prior day's VaRto $161mm and has 
breached the $140mm Firm VaR limit for the third consecutive day. 

CIO's 95% lOQ VaR* as of cob 01/26/2012 has increased by $8mm from the prior day's VaR to $120mm and has 

breached the $110mm CIO VaR limit forthe third consecutive day. 

The increase in the Firm's VaR is primarily driven by an overall reduction in diversification benefit across the Firm and 


position changes in CIO. 

Each lob's contribution to the Firm’s $161mm VaR {as shown by marginal VaR) are: IB | 

||■||||||||||^■^■||||||||||||||^^ ($107mm mVaR, primarily driven by CIO International 

^^^H|||||^H|||||||||^mi|||||||||m||p, Private 


book), RF5 

tss 

The stand alone VaR for each LOS are as follows: 18 is! 


I), CIO is Sl20mm {vs. $105mm limit), 
^Private Equity is| 


* CIO continues to manage the synthetic credit portfolio balancing credit protection and Basel 111 RWA. The new VaR model for 
CIO was approved by MRG and is expected to be implemented prior to month-end. 


ID Q Externally Dlgctos e d Va R 

The below table shows the 95% lOQ VaR for the current quarter compared with the prior quarter and the corresponding 
quarter of prior year. 


CoofMential Treatment Requested by 
JPMORBAK CHASE & CO. 


Ptrmangnt Subcommittee on Investigations 

EXHIBIT #79g 
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Sent: Mon, 30 Jan 2012 23:53:05 GMT 

"o: Welland, Peter <peter.weiland@jpmchase.CDm> 

Subject: Re: JPMC Firmwide VaR - Daily Update - COB 01/27/2012 


Just got ft. 


From: Welland, Peter 

To: Goldman, Irvin J 

Sent: Mon Jan 30 18:52:30 2012 

Subject: FW: JPMC Rrmwide VaR - Daily Update - COB 01/27/2012. 
This is the email you want. 


Peter Wetland 
Tel: +1212 834 5549 
Mob: +1 


■ Redacted by the Pemanent 
Subcommittee on Investigations 


From: Market Risk Management - Reporting 
Sent; Monday, January 30, 2012 6:49 PM 

To; Market Risk Management - Reporting; Dimon, Jamie; Hogan, John J.; Zubnow, Barry L; Staley, Jes; Drew, Ina; Goldman, Ivin J; 
Weiland, Peter; Weisbrod, David A.; Bacon, Ashley; Beck, David J; Braunstein, Douglas; Morzaria, Tushar R; WHmpt, John; Deiiosso, 
Donna; Bisignano, Frank J; Rauchenberger, Louis; Lake, Marianne 

Cc: Doyle, Robin A.; Waring, Mick; Market Risk Reporting; GREEN, IAN; McCaffir^, Lauren A; Tocchio, Samantha X; Chiavenato, 
Ricardo S.; Chen, Dan 

'ubject: JPMC Rrmwide VaR - Daily Update - COB 01/27/2012 


Firmwide 95% lOQVaR 


The Firm's 95% lOQ, VaR as of cob 01/27/2012 Is $108mm of the $125mm limit, a decrease of $53mm from the prior 
day's revised VaR, driven by C!0 {implementation of newly approved VaR model for synthetic credit). 

Each lob's contribution to the Firm's $lQ8mm VaR (as shown by marginal VaR) are: IB 

I CIO { $35mm mVaR, primarily driven by CIO Synthetic 

The.stand alone VaRfor each LOB are asfollov«: 

is 

and 



CIO is $66mm (vs. S95mm limit), RF5 


t, Private Equity is | 


IQQ Externally Disclosed VaR 

The below table shows the 95% lOO VaR for the current quarter compared with the prior quarter and the corresponding 
quarter of prior year. . 


[ permanent Subcommittee on Investigations 


EXHIBIT #79h 
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From: Wilmot, John <JOHN.WILMOT@jpmorgaiLcom> 

Sent: Tue, 28 Feb 2012 23:48:50 GMT 

To: Enfield, Keith <Keith.Enfieid@jpinorgaiLCom>; WeinCT, Pamela <pamela.weiner@jpmorgan.com> 

Subject; FW; GIO Business Review Materials 


FYI 


John C. Wiimot | Chief investment Office [ E john.v/ltmotsjpmorgan.com | a Work: (212) 834-5452 ) 9 Cell: 



From: Wilmot, John 

Sent; Tuesday, February 28, 2012 6:32 PM 

To; Dimon, Jamiej Braunstein, Douglas; Zubrow, Barry L; Drew,.Ina; Hogan, John J.; Macris, Achilles 0; Tse, Irene Y; 
Goldman, Irvin J 

Cc: Warren, Shannon S; Gunselman, Gregg B; Jain, Manish; Will, Kathleen; Aivelo, Alexandra X; Peterson, Ruth J; Serpico, 
Gina; Beamon-Fonteneile, Margaret; Adam, Phillipa C; Gonzalez, Jeanette; Rios, Martha I; O'Donnell, Julie 
Subject: CIO Business Review Materials 

Attached please find the CIO Business Review materials for our discussion tomorrow, February 29^*' at 2:00pm. 


John 


John C. Wilmot | Chief Investment Office | H 1ohn.wilmot8ipmorean.com | S Work: (212) 834-5452 j B Cell; 


by the Permanent 
Subcommittee on Inveitigations 


Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations 

EXHIBIT USO 


CONFIDENTIAL TREATMENT REQUEST 


JPM-CIO-PSl 0001940 





867 


CIO February 2012 Business Review 


[INTERNAL DISCUSSrON] 


JPMorgan Chase &Co. 
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Business Review agenda - CIO 


'TiS^aShic^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ' 

: Op«^i«a4:<nmnMtM ^ tlO< v.\ V ll ■ 

j_Jatjtla^m<9 ^v,^..,-^- V*l . :: 

OowBoAratj , »vO«(*n» , , 5 , , » 

-;B»tvZob«Wir '•: ■••^‘ **ht#es Maotle. • ••*: •,“ • ■.'■ -5- ^ - ; 

gJe^nlfcssiS^iiS •.•2- 5i'-liir>«Sr««2 ■ S . st, S:. ,^ . '•$>. %'■-■ 


1 February agenda (1 V: hrs) | 

S7 ^ ’ii a £! 


1. Revew of eurrerU agenda . 

Dmw 

1*4. 

[2t>rtw«] 

(j) Discussion points 




2. Financial Summaiy 

Wilmot 

5-7 

[5 mins] 

3. QO Business Stmcture 

OrWWiimot 

8-10 

15 mins] 

P) Owrview 


8-9 


(i!) RWA Forecast 


10 


4. SAA Portfolio Analytics 

GoldmarVMacfisn’se 

11-16 

120 mins] 

(<) Overview 


11 


(ii) RWA Efficient Portfolio 


12-13 


(III) Altematlw Portfolios 


14 


Pv) Economic Impact Analysis 


15 


(nO OCI and PV Sensiti^inty 


16 


5. Risk 

Goldman 

17-18 

110 mins] 

6. Reirnestmsnl Activity 

Macds/Tse 

19-30 

[20 mins) 

(I) 3011 -1012 Purchases 


19-25 


(1!) What we are looking at Buying 


26-29 


7. FXCai^tal Hedgittg 

Yacris 

30 

[5 mins) 

8, Other Corporate Acti'itties 

DrewWVlIrrwt 

31-32 

[5 mins] 


Business Review scorecard 


Bg.liiessaptfcs cffl«edgtLg';.y;.g;''a-'.iig l^gv.i^i^CedS-fiag^ 


Otrier Corpor^e Activities 

■/ 

31-32 

Ccntm Environment 


33 

Material changes to Mission Crllce! 

X 


Append!* - SPAR AnalytlBS 

* 

3543 


IIWTERNAU DISCUSSION] 


.JP Morgan Chase &Co. 


ONFIDENTIAL TREATMENT REQUESTED BY J.P. MORGAN CHASE & CO. 


JPM-CIO-PSI 0001942 




869 


CIO Business Structure - Mandate and Approach 


■ Optimize and protect the Firm’s balance sheet from potential tosses, and create and preserve economic value over 


the longer-term 



lINTERNAU DlSCUSSiaN] 9 JP MORGAN CHASE (SpCO. 
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CIO Business Structure (continued) 


■ Volcker Rule permits risk-mitigating hedging activity, so me prohibition oo prop trading does not apply to the ‘purchase or sale of a 
covered financial positiorr' by a bankirrg entity that is made "In connecbon with and related to individual or aggregated' positions 

■ As proposed, however, the Rule may adversely affect certain ALM activities. CIO is selectively reducing certain MlMn’rading Account 
activities and calibrating 'under-60 da/ acitvttles across the division 

■ Further alignment of activities within Voickw Rule framework has resulted in the consolidation of Strategic and Tactical Asset Ailocaiion 
portfolios. CIO has completed transition fr om legacy ‘SAA & TAA* to consolidai&d fmandais, risk management and portfolio stnjcture. 

N MIM Overlay for 

WorCTynami^tcogin^cDvities 

■ CIO is resizing the credit book as a hedge fcN* faFtail risk 



{INTERNAL DISCUSSION] ^ JP MORGAN CHASE & CO. 
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RWA Forecast 


» Redacted by the PemancDt 
Subcommittee on investigations 


■ RWA trends reRed CiO structure 



■ 2012 trend will reflect continued reduction to MTM Overtay offset by continued rotation into higher RWA rates and credit 


wiffiin SAA 



Redacted by the 

Pennanent Sobconiiiiittec on Investigations 


liNTERNAL DISCUSSION] 


10 


.JPMorgan Chase & Co. 
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P iB _ - - .-,■ -,• .--I 
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s-aaaapapasisaa^ia-aafl 

m . IX » nW^ A 

I - Z 22 M,3JL 2. 

ao.GiDb.i-ioQVAR y 


‘iJ°S 

I ^n^refe^edl a^d Cius 


ito,o»^ 


.JPMORGA.N' Chase &.Co. 


Credit Crisis 


(credit selloK / 
rates rally) 


StressTestingimniUSO) 


CIO Summary Risk Metrics 


• Redacted by the Permanent 
■ ?S!^mmWet on investigations 
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CIO Market Risk Summary 



(INTERNAL DISCUSSION] 


IB JPMorganGhase&Co. 
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CIO Reinvestment Activity - 3Q1 1 through YTD12 



[INTERNAL DISCUSSION] JPMORGAN CHASE &Co. 
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CIO Reinvestment Activity - 3Q1 1 through YTD12 



IINTERNAL DISCUSSION] 


20 


JPMorgan Chase & Co. 


ONFIDENTJAL TREATMENT REQUESTED BY J.P. MORGAN CHASE & CO. 


JPM-CIO-PSI 00019S1 



876 


CIO International Core Credit: Tail Risk Book 


Currently the Core Credit BooH IS, & 

1. option with positive convexity, positive cany arwi upside on targe 

spread iMdening and default (similar te^08*3M9) ^ ^ ,■ 

2. Current Position: v uma p-'.ei 12 S^.S5--JS .?x- £; 

i " . 1; • US mortgage-related-issuers (Radian, MGIC.;4LFC. RESGAP. ALLY) ■ 

f.. Si ximayfileiastheiUSGovecnmenlaRdbanks'arelookingfora.settlemenf. 
V fion pastunderwnting.practicesr- 

' IL -:EU'ropeT. countnes IncludiRg.'.Greece- and -Portugal may.: opt- -to- 
i . 4!i St; .;.restrycture:some national. diamptons-.lite banks or telecom, operators. 

•• 'St :;'i .;j.These events could generate US$200mm*500mmP&L.gains 

‘ tl !C r %, I 25 ? 

ss^vrY«>.t. •‘HSlgsiS 



Capital 

a This is a Tall Risk Book that had under Basel I an RWA cost of US$5Wn and from 2007-201 1 has generated US$2.4bln 
total return 


a Under Basel 2.5, Risk Weighted Assets are estimated to increase 6-8x (methodology still in development): this would 
increase the RWA of the core credit book to US$36bln however, CIO is currently working to reduce this to US$20bln for 
year end 2012 

a Despite effectiveness of the Tail Risk Book hedging credrt portfdio, the change in regulatory capital regime is likely to force 
a re-size / run-off of synthetic portfolio in order to maintain RWA targets for the Firm 

a CIO continues to coordinate with IB Risk to improve the applicable RWAand capital levels 


[INTERNAL DISCUSSION] 


22 


JPMorgan Chase &Go. 
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Mandate and Approach 


KEY MANDATE: Optimize and protect the Firm’s balance sheet from potential losses, and create and preserve economic 

value over the longer-term. 


Longer-term investing 


PHvate 


Investments^ 


J.EMorgan 


JPM-CIO-PSI 0015016 
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Overview 



Business Structure 

■ Manage the portfolio with TRR 
mindset, delivering on 

H Financial returns vs budget 
n RWA limits 

H Risk adjusted returns (OCI and 
liability marked) 

■ Allocation of $153bn in RWA ahd 
$6.9t3n in capital against AFS and 
MTM activities 

■ , AFS investment portfolio 

$110bninRWA 

■ MTM activities $43bn in RWA 

■ Reallocation trend of RWA from 
MTM to AFS 

■ 430 people worldwide 

Governance Structure 

■ Expanded Management Cornmittee 

■ Operating issues 

■ Investment Committee 

» ALM and Investment portfolio 
review, analytics and asset 
allocation 

■ CIO Risk Committee 

B Management of aggregate 
market, credit, reputation and 
operational risks 


J.P.Morgan 
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CIO Risk Summary - COB March 6, 2012 




J.EMorgan 
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Volcker 


Proposed Volcker Rule 


Any trade subject to Martret Risk Capital Rules is deemed de 
facto prop trading. ' ■ - 

Trades held for less than 60 days duration are presumptively 
prop trading 

Hedge must be "reasonably correlated" to the risk being 
hedged, but the preamble to the Rule states the hedge is only 
permissible when it Is "established slightly before" the banking 
entity becomes exposed to the underlying risk 


CiOViev\( 


A transaction that is legitimately risk hedging is not, prop trading 
because of the application of accounting and capital rules 

MTM positions that are true risk mitigation transactions might 
benefit from short term price movements but are not prop 
trading 

Purpose of stress tests is to inform the banking entity about : 
risks to which it may become exposed, and based upon ^at 
information it is prudent for the banking entity to takejisk- 
mitigating actions. Use crisis as an example of anticipatory 
hedging 


■ ALM-VoIcker comment letter was submitted to the Clearing House and SIFMA for 
industry submission 

B Included as part of JPM comment letter on Volcker Rule specific examples of actions 
taken during the crisis that need clarification under the Rule as written 

B Held meetings with Fed and OCC in late January. Scheduling meetings with the FDIC 
and CFTC 


J.PMorgcin 
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From: mcrnanus_william@jpmorgan,com 
Sent: Fri, 30 Mar2012 22:]2-.22 GMT 

To: JOHN.WILMOT@jpmorgari.com; peter.weHand@jpmchase.com 

Iiia.Dreu’@jpmorgsn-com; achiHes,o,maCTis@jpmorgaacoin; aiithony.m.brown@jpmorgan.coin; 
javier.x.martin-artajo@jpmorgan.oom; bTuno,m.iksn@)pinchase;cora; phil.lewis@jpmorgan.cpni; 
irvin.j.goldmaTi@jpmchase.com; david.bjaniason@chase,com; Ashiey.Bacon@jpmorgan.com; 
steinar-J3iike@jpmorgaii.coni; John.J.Hogan@jpmorgan.com; heina.s.cooiid)es@|pracha.se.coni; 
alison.c.giovannetti@jpmorgaii.com; kastl_edward@jpmorgan.c<Mn; paul.t.bates@jpmchase.com; 
Jason.LDN.Hughes@jpmorgan.com; keith.stephaii@gpniorgan.com; KCTtli.Enfield@pmorgan.com; 
rory.h.one01@3pmchase,com; Douglas.BrauiislCTn@jpmorgan.com; wan-en_shannon@jpmorgan.com; 
jean- francois bessin@jpmorgan.com; Daniel.Pinto@jpmorgan.com; fiaiik.j.peam@jpraorgan.com; 
graham.j.nieadows@jpmorgan.com; hatzopoulos_alexand€^^pmorgan.coni; 
mcmanus_william@jpmorgan.com; Paul. A.Ricci@chase, com; joni.x.rose@pmorgan.com; 
john.r.buttarazzi@3pmchase.com; andrew.c.chanen@pmchasc.com, spencer.x.john@Jpmorgan.com; 
avis, b.rodriguez@us.pwc.com; lauren.m,ly!er@jpmorgan,CDm 
Subject: Audit Report: EMEA CIO Credit - Market Risk and Vahialion Practices (Rating: Needs Improvement) 



Audit Department Report 



EMEA CIO Credit - Market Risk and Valuation Practices 


Report Nunbert G-12/003 

Report Date: March 30, 2012 
Audit Type; Audit 

Prior Report Nomben 0-10/003 
Prior Report Date; February 26, 2010 
Prior Report Ratiog; Sati^naiy 
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Prior Audit Type: Audit 


Business Overview and Context 

The CIO EMEA credit portfolio is made up of 'Investment' ar>d 'Core CrecB' portfoBos-. The Investment portfolio consists of Asset Bached Securities (ABS), 
Coiiatereiised Loan Obligations (CLOs), Mortgage Backed Securities (MBS) and Rates products (Corporate & Government Bonds) and had a total notional of 
approximately $157 billion as of 12/31/11, $U0bn wRhin the tdrategic asset allocaUon (SAA) book and S17bn In the tadical asset aiiocation (TAA) book. The Core 
Credit portfolio primarily consists of derivative positions such as the CDS indices and tranches arid had a total notional value of approximately $50 billion as of 
12/31/11. 

The Market Risk team is an independent control function within the CIO whose primary responsitM'Btles are identifying, defining and monitoring appropriate 
measurement techniques to control mericet risk, using information pro>rided by the JPMorgan risk infreslrvcture. CIO Valuation Control Group (VCG) is also an 
independent control fonction within the CiO responsible lor price testing end far value adjustments. 


Audit Scope 

The audit scope focused on risk and controls specfficaliy relating to: 

• Market Risk induding the risk limits and sensitivities. VAR methodology ar>d stress testing; 

• Monthly valuation and reserve processes includirtg independent price teslirtg and provisioning; 

• The completeness of positions induded in the market risk and finandal valuation processes. 


Key Finding 

The controls supporting the EMEA CIO Credit market risk management and v^uation pracUces are being reled 'Needs Improvement' due to the fdlowing: 

CIO VCG Practices 

CIO utilise a number of risk and valuation models which have not been subject to. review by the Model Rl^ Group. While there may be instances where the use of 
unapproved models Is acoepiabie for a predefined period of time, no reserves are currenity taken to account for positive F/L on unapproved models used for 
valuation purposes (i.e. Swaptions - Unapproved Mode! - Positive P/U *iem). 

In addition, Audit noted defidendes in the EMEA CIO VCG practices including the absence of a formafly applied price sourdng hierarchy, InsufTicient consideration 
of potentially applicable fair value adjustments (e.g, concenlr^ion reserve for significenl credit indices positions) and the lack of formally documented/consistently' 
applied price testing thresholds. There is also a tack of transparency and quantitative assessment of die considerable judgment used to price test the CLO book 
given the inherent valuation uncertainty with the positions. 

Market Risk 
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Stress Testing - There is no documented stress testing methodology to oufSne key testing canponents{e.g. computationai method and shock factors 
used) or assess limitalions such as off-line risk measurement, misang risk factors and curves. As a result, Audit was unable to fully assess the stress 
testing framework and related scenario outputs. 

Market Risk Management Practices -The SAA book ($140Bn Notional as at 12/31) does not currenliy feed the firm wide market risk limits and thresholds 
framework and relevant SM stress testing results are not measured against corresponding limits. CIO also does not explicitly measure the portfolio 
sensitivity to certain potentially applicable risk measures. 

Market Risk Models - EMEA CIO is currently using urrapproved models in the calcination of risk Onduding VaR) and associated risk measurement 
methodologies have no! been appropriately documented and/OT catalogued. 


VaR Data Controls 

Write Audit found no specific examples of inoemplele ot Inaccurate data, the cor4rc4 process arourtd the offline VaR calculation heeds to be enhanced to ensure 
completeness and accuracy of.Credft trade data used in tfre offline calculation erf VaR. 


Ront Cause 

Root cause: Poorly documented CIO VCG practices and failure to comprfy with firmwide risk management standards. 


iBnagement agrees with the reported issues and is implementing corrective actions. 


Business Details - 

Level 1: Chief Investment Office 

Busiuess Executive: Ina Dreu’ 

Leitl 1: aO 

Business Executive: Achilles 0 Maoris, John Wiirrut, Phil Lewis, Irntr J Goldman 

Locatton: United Kingdom, EMEA 
Bu^Dess Executive: Adiilles 0 Macris 

Audit Details 

Management Team Member Hat2opoulos. Aibumder X 
Audit Manager. John RBuitaiaazl 
Auditor In Charge: Andrew C Challen 
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Detailed FmcUags and Maa>e™^Dt Actios Plans 

Issue: CIO VCG Practices 

Audit testing identified several deficiencjcs artd inconsistencies in EMEA CIO VCG practices and methodologies. Specifically: 

• CIO is not currently deferring positive P&L generated friKn unapproved valuation models. Spedficalty, several unapproved models (Primus Sabre. AUB 
Option, Offline TDR, Prime Whole Loan. CMB>C, Bond) ere airrently being used for valuation purposes without any corresponding reserves. Per VCG, 
associated 201 1 P&L was predominantly limited to Swaptions totalHng $1 Bm. 

• ' CIO VCG lacics a formally documerrled price sourcirrg hierarchy to govern the consistent use and appropriate application of Irrdependerrt prices for price 
testing purposes. Audit also noted that in price testing high grade ctKpprate bonds, CIO VCG happrioprialely utilises an indicative report sent by JPM 
Asset Management (JPMAM), basod on their incorrect understanding that such prices were vahdated by JPMAM's price testing function. Litliising 
Bloomberg prices. Audit estimated a price testing increase of $58m at 12/31/11. Separately, errserging mailiet bonds are being price tested at mid levels, 
which is inconsistent with the front office marking at bid and resulted in an Audit estimated price testing decrease of $50m. 

• There is no evidence of CIO VCG review to ensure the ongoing vafidity of thresholds to corporate. EM, government and government guaranteed 
bond price testing. Further, while the formally documerted boitd price testing threshold is <■/• 1.5 price points (which would result In minimal required 
adjustments) different thresholds are actually applied by EMEA VCG tvifhout sufficient transparency or evidence. At year-end. Audit's independent bond 
price testing using dynamic thresholds resulted in an estimated $l10m net Increase, in addition, thresholds used to determine which price testing 
differences require adjustment are not desriydefined for Credit Indices. 

• Ooncentratlon FVA was not calculated or applied for credit Irtpices to account for the dgnlTicant mailcet positions. While the subsequently calculated 

potential concentration FVA of S13m would not haveresuhed In a required adjustment based orr the CIO policy (which only requires taking the larger of the 
liquidity or concentration FVA), the policy's appropriateness should be reassessed. 


Root Cause: Irisufficlent assessment/formallsatlon of certain price testing methodologies and poorly documented CIO VCG prectices. 


Aetioo Pika 

CIO will review current methodology to ensure consistency In application and appropriate practices are utilised. Specrfically, CIO VCG will: ' . 

• Implement and evidence enhanced overaighl of posctrve P&L being generated from unapproved arrd disapproved models, with reserves as necessary. 

• Define and implement a price sourcing hierarchy to ensure a consistent and appropriate price sourcing and testing approach. 

« Ensure price testing is performed consistently with front office marking poRcy. 

• Document the rationale for current Bond price testing thresholds and reassess as necessary; clearly define price testing thresholds for ABS and CDS. 

• improve evidence of the monthly VCG ABS price testing process in order to cnaWete-perfoimance. 

« Recon^erlhe appropriateness of the extstir>g credrt indices price testing policy to ensure concentration is sufficiently incorporated. 


Tar^Date July 3 1.2012 
Issue Owner. Jasoc LDN Hu^es 


CONFIDENTIAL TREATMENT REQUESTED BY J.P. MORGAN CHASE & CO. 


JPM-CID-PSI 0009292 




886 


« Redacted by the Permanent 
Subcommittee on Investigations 


Issue: Market Bisk MaDagement and Stress Testing Practices 

Audft noted the following with regards to the market risk management framewortt. which is conemiy suJ^ecttoa comprehensive reassessment by the CIO; 

• There is no stress testing methodology documentation in ptaceto outline key testing components (e.g. compirtationai method and shock factors used for 
each asset class) or assess limitafons such as offline risk mea^remem. missing risk factors and curves. Therefore Audit was unable to fully assess the 
validity of the stress testing framework and scenario outputs. 

• The SAA book ($14Qbn Notional as at 12/31) does not currently feed the firm wide market itek Emits and thresholds framework. While there is SAA 
portfolio stress leslinQ and risk measurement of non slatisfical measures (e.g. CS01 and CSW), these exposures are not measured agairtst corresponding 
limits. In the context of a large sell off scenario, the stress loss forAFS Credit is edmated to te $2.6bn. 

• CIO does not explicitly maasurethe portfolio sensitivity to certain potentially applicable risk measures such as boncVCDS basis, index basis and 
prepayment risk to fadiflate sufficient consideration of corresponding risk trtanagement and conbr^. 

• The Single Name Position Risk(SNPR) issuer exposure is misstated for the trading portfoEo as cl does not incorporate a disaggregation of the credit irkJex 



Root Cause; Market risk marragemcnt practices have not been recently assessed or updated. 

Actios Flu 

1 . Comprehensive stress testing methodology docurnemation will be produced and specifically indude shock factors C'nelirding F8I alignment) and an 
assessment of all risk fadors. (Target Date: July 31, 2012) 

2. CIO is cumentiy undertaking e comprehensive review of the risk measurement and tiimlts framework across all asset classes to assess potentially required 
enhancements induding v/hether additional ri^ fadors are required for inclusion. (Target Dale: July 31. 2012) 

3. CIO is in the process of Impiementing newfunctlonailtytoenable the disaggregation of the credit index tranche for SNPR risk measurement purposes. 

(Target Date; September 30,, 2012) ^ ' 


Target Date: JuJySt, 2012 
Issue Owoer: Keith Stephan 
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CIO Is currenUy using unappnsved mcniels In m catcutation of risk (indoding VaR) end associated risk measurement methodotogies have not been appropriateiy 
documented and/or catalogued. Spectncaily: 

• CIO specific amendments to approved IB VaR metfiodologies have not been documented or submitted to MRG for review. Unapproved amendments 
pertain to the production of P&U vectors and the use of proxies. 

• CiO generate non statistical risk measures used for risk management, stress and VaR measurement via the internally developed West End analytics 
modei. which has npt been submitted to MRG for review. 

• Documentation for all product sensltivt^ Inputs used in CIO VaR modrts was not maintained in the Global Model Database (GMD), as required. 

• The CIO Quantitative Research (QR) mode! inventory is incom^ete. For example, the appkcation of VaR and sensitivity models to specific product types ts 
not Included. 


Root Cause: Mode! documentation for VaR and non statistical models was not appropriately maintained and submitted to MRG for review. 


Action Plan 

1. CIO will document all amendments to the approved VaR model and subnrt to MRG for review. 
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2. CIO will document the West Erxj Analytics engine and submit to MRG for review. 

3. The QR model inventory and GWD wil! be updated as appropriate. 


Target Date: June 30, 2012 
Issue Owner, Kdth Stephan 


Issoe: VaB Data Ctmtrois 

While Audit found no specific examples of incomplete or inaccursde data, the control process around the ofiline VaR calcuiation needs to be enhanced to ensure 
completeness and accuracy of Credit trade data used in the offfine calculation of VaR for the Credit Sectors. SpecJficatiy. 

• For Synthetic Credit, controls require enhancement to ensure the completeness and accuracy of trade positions used in the m8Ti(3t risk VaR model, which 
are sourced from Primus via a stored procedure. 

• For Secured Credit, controls require enhancement to ensure the coropteteness and accuracy of tfio sensitivity data (CSOI) used In the market hsk VaR 
model and sounced from the trader maintained biotter (which is used as (he central source of position and risk information for VaR reporting). 

in addition, no SOX testing was being perfomied on these manual processes, which require de^nation as key SOX controls. 

Root Cause: A lack of clear handshakes for ensuring the completeness and accuracy of VaR feeds in the off-iirie process. 

.icUon Plan 

1. CIO MO will implement dally controls to ensure the completeness and accuracy of data used in the off'line calculation of VAR. 

2. Foilosvlng successful implementation of the above, Middle Office manager to deem control as a SOX key comrol and test as necessary going forward. 

Target Date; May 31, 2012 
Issue Owoen Hema S Coombes 


Issue: VCG reporting 

Audit noted the following with regards io VCG reporting to senior management: 

• Pire- and post- price testing threshold resutis are not being reported. 

• There is no historical analysis or trending of key valualion matrics with only the cufrenl month being reported. 

■ High grade bond price testing results that were reported to senior management varied fnom the underlying calculation Hies by $t1m due to a manual 
reporting error. However, this issue did not nesuit inafinanci^ slaieroent impact. 


Root Cause: Insufficient focus on ensuring the appropriateness of VCG reporting to senior management. 
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Action Flan 

VCG will enhance their reporting to senior management to provkte transparency ar>d analysis. 

Target Date: June 30, 20U 
Issue Owner: Jason LDN Hughes 


Issue: Manual Errors within Price Testiug and FVA Procest 

Controls over spreadsheets used for price testing purposes are not appropriately designed, resulting irt several manual enois totalling SI 3m, $1 .4ni of which had a 
financial statemerrt impact. The $1 .4m error ($31 m reported versus S32.4m actual) was primarily the result of several off-the-run credit inbirass being excluded. 
Other errors noted include VCG using an incorred benchmark for 37 of the boruls tested and EUR/GBP high grade corporate bond positions not being converted 
into USD before aggregation for reporting purposes. 

Root Cause; Controls over spreadsheets used for price teslirtg purposes are not appropriately designed. 

Action Plan 

CIO VCG will implement sufTident spreadsheet contipl and governance processes in the VCG process to sufficienty minimise the risk of manual errors. 

Target Date: July 3 1, 2312 
Issue Owner: Jason LDN Hu^es 


Not to be distributed without prior pennistion from Audit 
• Red Beport - 
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Prom: Drew, Ina <Ina.Drew@ipmorgan.com> 

■^>ent; Thu, 05 Apr 2012 21:05:18 GMT 
s macns@btinternet.com 

Wilmot, John <JOHN.WILMOT@ 3 pfnorgari;cDm>; Goldman, Irvin J 
<irvin.j.goldman@jpmchase.com> 

Subject l=w: Jamie’s fine with this. 


From: Drew, Ina 

Sent; Thursday, April OS, 2012 CM:53 PM 
To: Evangefeti, Joseph; Zulffow, Barry U 
Subject: Re: Jamie's fine with this. 

Point two. Assets and iiabiiities 


We do not disclose cio earnings - part of corporate 

From: Evangdisti, Joseph 

Sent: Thursday, April 05, 2D12 04:45 PM ' 

To: Drew, Ina; Zubrow, Barry L 
Subject: Jamie’s Fine with this. 



m: Dimon, Jwnie 

Thursday, April 05, 2012 4:45 PM 
To: Evangefisti, Joseph 

Subject: Re; Rewsed: ViCJ/B)oomberg QO stories 
Ofc 


From; E\^ngeltsti, Jcra^ 

Sent: Thursday, April 05, 2012 M:44 PM 

To: Drew, Ina; Wmon, Jarrie; Hogan, John J.; Scher, Peter 1; Zubiow, Barry L; Staley, Jes; Cutter, Stephen M; Ratfm, Nala; 

Braunstein, Douglas; Wiirtro^ John 

Subject: Revis^: WSJ/Bloomb«’g QO Tories 

Here are some revised points based on your comments. The WSfs deadline is in 10 minutes. Thanks, Joe 


• The Chief Investment Offtce is responsible for managing and hedging the firm's foreign exchange, interest rate and 
other structural risks. 

• • CIO is focused on managing the long-term structural liabiRtles of the firm and is not focused on shorMerm profits. 

• Our CIO activities hedge structural risks and invest to bring the company's asset and iiabiiities into better alignment, 

• Our CIO results are disclosed in our quarterly earnings reports. 

[ ' We cooperate dosely with our regulators, who are aware of our hedging act'ivities. 
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• Background: Not correct to attribute gains to a angle trader. Members of the OO take long-term hedging positions in 
the context of our overall liquiditv'management structure. . 

• Background: S2D0 billion vastly overstated. $600 mffljon in gains overstated. 

• Won't comment on a specific people. 



From; Evangeiisti, Joseph 

Sent: Thursday, April 05; 2012 4:06 PM 

To; Ctrew, Ina; Braunstein, Douglas; Hogan, John J.; Staley, Jer, Scher, Peter L 
Ca Dimon, Jamie; Youngwood, Sarah M 
Subject: WSJ/Bloomberg QO stories 

The Wall Street Journal and Bloomberg are working on prominent stories about Bruno IksH, a managing director in our Chief 
Investment Office in London. 

They are saying that Iksil currently has more than $200 biBion in positions In credit trading products and has madeJPM more 
than $600 mtiiion in profits over the past two years. They said his current CDS positions on the IG9 Index are roiling the 
market and that some of his positions may result in losses. 

More generally, the WSJ and Bloomberg are saying that JPMorgan basically has a large proprietary trading shcjp hidden in its 
CIO, and that many analysts are unfamiliar with speciftcs around its activities. They also say that with increased capital rules 
' the upcoming Volcker Rule, these activities could come under pressure. 

I'd like us to hit hard the points that the CIO's activities are for hedging purposes and that the'regulators are fully aware of our 
activities. I'd like to give them the fpilovring on the record: 

• The Chief Investment Office is responsible for managing and hedging the firm's liquidity, foreign exchange, interest 
rate and other structural risks. 

• Gains in the GO offset and hedge losses in other parts of the firm. 

o The investments and positions undertaken by the CIO are to hedge positions and losses in other parts of the 
firm and are done in the context of our overall company risk management framework. Hedging gains 
reflected in our financial statements represent one side of a transaction that Is hedging a loss In one of our 
main businesses. 

• We cooperate closely with our regulators, and they are fully aware of our hedging activities. 

• Background; Not correct to attribute gains to a single trader. Members of the 00 take long-term hedging positions in 
the context of our overall liquidity management structure. 

• Background: $200 bilfion vastly overstated. $600 million in gains overstated. 

• Won't comment on a specific peopfe. 
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From: Drew,Ina<Inal>rew(3fpraargan.c{Kn> 

Sent: Thu, OS Apr 2012 21:58:38 GMT 

Dimon, Jamie <5ani5e.dinicin@ipmdjasc.coin>; Zubrow, Barry L 

<banyJ.zubrow@prachase.coni>; Staley, Jes <jes.siaJey@jpmorgan.coin>; Cutler, Stephen 
M <stephen.in.cut]er@Jpmorg^com>; Madin, Todd <TODD.MACLIN@chase.com>; 

™ , Braunstean, Douglas <3>ouglas£raunstdn@pniorgan.coin>;Erdoe&,2iilaiyE 

<maiy.wdoes@jpmoigan.com>; Smith, GcMiton <gwdofJ.smith@chase.com>; Petno, Douglas 
B. <3)ou^as.B.Peliio@jpmorgan.cora>; Bisignano, Frank J 

<frank.j.bisagn8mo@pmchase.com>; Hogan, John J. <John.J.Hogan@]pmoigan.com>; 
Cavana^ Mike <mifce.cavana^@jMnchase.ccttn> 

Subject; CIO 


I want to update the operating committee on what is gwng on with the credit derivatives book in CIO 
especially ^vena wsj article which will come out tomorrow. 

One of the activities in do is a credit derivatives book wluch was built under Achilles in Lrmdon at the 
time of the merger. The book has been extremely profitable fw the company (drca 2.5 billion) over the 
last several y^rs. Going into the crisis, we used instrumentation to hedge mortgage ride and credit 
widening. Recently, mDecember, the book outperfOTroed as it was positionned in for "jump" risk or 
default risk throu^out Ore summer as a rdativdy Inexpenave hedge for fallout from weak markets 
during the european criris. The fourth quaner400 millirm was the result of the unexpected 

american airlines default. 

Post December as the macro scenario was upgraded .and our investment activities turned pro risk, the 
book was movedintoalong position. The' spedfic derivative index that was utilized has not performed 
for a number of reasons. In addition the position was not sized or managed very well Hedge funds that 
have the other side are actively and aggressively battling and are using the situation as a forum to attack 
us on the basis of violating the Volcker rule 

Paving said tha^ we made mistakes here which I am in the process of working through. The drawdown 
thus far has been 500 mi! dollars but nets to 350 mil since there are other non derivative positions in the 
same credit book. The earnings of tiie company were net affected in the first quarter since we realized 
^*ns out of the 8.5 billion of value built up in the securities book. 

John Hogan and his team have been very helpful. I wanted my partners to be aware of the situation and I . 
will answer any specific questions at oc monday. 

Have a good holiday. 
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From; Drew, Ina <Ina.Drew@jpmorgan.com> 
Sent: Wed, 02 May 2012 13:34:09 GMT 

To: Drew, Ina <Ina.Drew@jpmorgan.com> 

Subject: 


LEADING INTO THE CRISIS AND ECONOMIC DOWNTURN: 

IN DISCUSSION WITH JD. CIO DECIDES TO BUY CREDIT PROTECTION . USING 
INSTRUMENTATION ON THE SYNTHETIC CREDIT DERIVIATIVES MARKET . 

PRINCIPALLY IN THE HIGH YIELD SPACE 

WHICH LEFT US SHORT RISK OR LONG PROTECTION IN WHICH CASE THE POSITION 
WOULD PROFIT AS HIGH YIELD COMPANIES DEFAULTED. AS TIME PROGRESSED AND 
THE FILINGS OCCURRED, THIS POSITION WAS BALANCED TO A MODERATE EXTENT 
WITH INVESTMENT GRADE LONG RISK POSITIONS. 

OVER THE LAST 5 YEARS. THE POSITIONS MADE APPROXIMATELY 2.3 BILLION 
DOLLARS, WERE REASONABLY STABLE WITH PREDICTABLE P L ALTHOUGH THERE 
WERE A COUPLE OF PERIODS OF DISTORTIONS MAINLY CENTERED AROUND 
SYSTEMATIC MARKET EVENTS INCLUDING LEHMAN AND AIG. 

IN NOVEMBER OF 201 1 THE POSITION WAS QUITE STABLE AND IN BOUNDS FROM ALL 
PERSPECTIVES. 


WHAT HAPPENED? 

FOUR THINGS HAPPENED AROUND THE MONTH OF DECEMBER TO CHANGE MY 
THINKING ON THE NEED FOR A PRO DEFAULT BIASED HEDGE . 

1. THE COMPANY WAS STARTING TO DO THE MATH AROUND THE BASLE HI RWA 
RULES. THE SAME BOOK THAT WAS DRAWiNG20 OF CAPITAL UNDER BASLE I 
(THE REGIME THAT WAS IN PLACE DURING THE ENTIRE TIME OF THE HEDGE 
CONSTRUCTION) WAS GOING TO NEED APPROXIMATELY 60 B!L OR THREE 
TIMES THE CAPITAL TO SUPPORT 

2. WE HAD A BIG PAY DAY. AMERICAN AIRLINES FILED EARLY AND WE OWNED IN 
THE HIGH YIELD HEDGE, A SIGNIFICANT OPTION ON THAT OUTCOME. WE 
RECORDED $450 MILLION OF GAINS. ALTHOUGH THIS WAS A POSITIVE EVENT 
FOR THE BOOK, THE HIGH YIELD MARKETS WERE RIOLED AND DISLOCATED 
FOR THIS AND OTHER TECHNICAL REASONS. 

3. THE LTRO IN EUROPE WAS ANNOUNCED ON DECEMBER PROVIDING 

STRONG SUPPORT FOR THE CREDIT UNIVERSE. 

4. THE ECONOMY, PARTICULARLY IN THE UNITED STATES WAS LOOKING MUCH 
BETTER FROM ALL MACROECONOMIC STATISTICS AND WAS FURTHER FUELED 
BY THE LARGE SCALE EUROPEAN LILQUIDITY INJECTION. WE HAVE A PRO 
RISK THEMATIC THROUGH THE INVESTMENT BOOKS. 

BOTTOM LINE; FOR ALL OF THE REASONS CITED, WE MADE A DECISION TO REDUCE 
THE SIZE OF THE HIGH YIELD SHORT. 
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THE TRADERS WERE DETERMINING HOW BEST TO REDUCE THE SHORT IN THE HIGH 
YIELD MARKET GIVEN THE DESCRIBED LACKOF LIQLIUIDITY IN THE HIGH YIELD 
MARKET. A DIRECT REDUCTIONOF THE EXPLICIT POSITION WAS DEEMED NOT 
POSSIBLE AND ENORMOUSLY EXPENSIVE. 

THE DESK THEN TURNED TO THE NEXT BEST PROXY WHICH IS CALLED THE iG9 
INDEX. IT IS AN OLD INDEX FROM 2007. COMPOSED OF 125 EQUALLLY WEIGHTED 
NAMES. WHICH MADE SENSE GIVEN THAT THE INDEX HAD 5 NAMES INCLUDING 
RADIAN, MBiA, ISTAR AND SPRINT OR COMMONALITY IN SINGLE NAMES THAT WOULD 
DIRECTLY OFFSETTHE HIGH YIELD POSITION. THIS CHOICE WAS VIEWED AS HAVING 
AMPLE LIQLUIDITY AND A GOOD PROXY TO REDUCE THE SHORT. 

LIMIT 

THECONSTRAINING OPERATING LIMIT IN PLACE WAS VAR AND THE VAR HAD BEEN A 
GOOD PREDICTOR OF THE RISK. IN FACT, AS POSITIONS WERE ADDED THE VAR WAS 
COMING DOWN WHICH WAS ALSO A KEY DRIVER OF THE INTENDED CAPITAL 
REDUCTION. 

THE DESK ADDED A VERY LARGE INVESTMENT GRADE POSITION TO TRY TO KEEP UP 
WITH THE REBALANCING THAT BEUEVED WAS NECESSARY AS THE HIGH YIELD 
MARKET WAS RISING IN PRICE. 

WHAT WENT WRONG? 

THIS IS WHERE AND HOWTHE MAJOR PROBLEMS STARTED, 

FIRST WE DID NOT HAVE LIMITS CONSTRAINING THE NOMINAL AMOUNTS OF 
POSITIONS THAT WOULD CLEARLY HAVE FLAGGED THE PURCHASES AS TOO LARGE 
AND CONCENTRATED FOR THE UNDERLYING LIQUIDITY OF THE MARKET DESPITE 
THE FACT THAT THE RISK EQUIVALENT OF THE PURCHASES WERE WITHIN LIMIT, 

THE MODEL GOT IT WRONG. ALL THE THEORETICAL UNDERPINNINGS OF VALUATION 
HAVE BROKEN DOWN AND THE VOLATILITY HAS BROKEN ALL HISTORICAL AND 
WORSE CASE BANDS. 

THERE WAS NO ELEVATION OF THE SIZE OF THE POSITION CHANGE OR A 
DISCUSSION AROUND THE MAGNITUDE OF NEW LONG RISK BEING ADDED TO 
EFFECTVELY CLOSE DOWN OR EALANCE THE SHORT HIGH YIELD POSITION. 


THE RESULT 


THE RESULT IS A VERY LARGE. CONCENTRATED POSITION WHICH RETAINS ITS PRO 
DEFAULT PROPERTIES UNTIL THE END OF THE YEAR, IE STILL SHORT THE HIGH YIELD 
MARKET. 

HOWEVER THE OVERALL BOOK IS LONG AGGREGATE CREDIT PRINCIPALLY IN 
INVESTMENT GRADE IN EUROPE AND THE UNITED STATES. 
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THE STRESS LOSS HAS FLIPPED FROM A POSITIVE RESULT TO A NEGTIVE RESULT 
SHOULD THERE BE A SEVERE SHOCK OR DOWNTURN. 


WHATARE WE DOING? 

THE FIRM WITH SIGNIFICANT HELP FROM THE INVESTMENT BANK AND THE RISK 
MANAGEMENT ORGANIZATION IS FRAMING A RISK REDUCTION PLAN THAT IT HAS 
STARTED TO GENTLY IMPLEMENT. THIS WILL TAKE AT LEAST THREE MONTH. WE 
ARE UNABLE TO PREDICT THE SIGNIFICANT P L VOLATILITY THAT MAY ARISE AS A 
CONSEQUENCE. 

I HAD STARTED REDUCING THE ALLOCATION TO INVESTMENT GRADE CREDIT IN THE 
INVESTMENT PORTOLtO IN THE FIRST QUARTER AND AM ACCELERATING THOSE 
SALES TO MONETIZE SOME OF THE 9 BIL OF GAINS WE HAVE HARVESTED FROM 
THOSE CASH INVESTMENTS. WE CONSIDER THOSE SALES TO BE BOTHl GOOD 
ECONOMIC SALES AND ALSO THE RIGHT THING TO DO TO BRING DOWN THE FIRMS 
EXPOSURE TO CREDIT, ALBEIT TOP OF THE CAPITAL STRUCTURE, WHILE THE RISK 
REDUCTION PLAN FOR THE EXCESS PSOTION IN THE CREDIT DERIVATIVES BOOK IS 
BEING UNWOUD. 

WE ARE WORKING THROUGH THE 10Q DISCLOSURE AND DOUG AND JAMIE ARE 
WEIGHING THE RISK REWARD TO THE COMMUNICATION PLAN AROUND A PRESS 
RELEASE AND ANAYST MEETRING AND THE POTENTIAL IMPACT ON THE MARKET AND 
OUR ABILITY TO REDUCE THIS POSITION. 


WHAT WENT WRONG: 
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From: Macris, Achilles 0 <achilies.o.rnacris@jpmorgan.com> 

Sent: Sun, 08 Apr 2012 23:14:32 GMT 

o: Drew, Ina <Ina.Drew@jpmorgan.com> 

Braunstein, Douglas <Doug!as.Braunstein@jpmorgan.aDm>; Dimon, Jamie 
CC: <jamje.dimon@jpmchase.com>; Hogan, John 3. <JohnJjH02an@jpmorgan.com>; Goldman, 

Irvin J <irvin.j.go!dman@jpmchase.com>; maaisT 
Subject: Synthetic Credit Summary 


’ Redacted by the Permanent 
Subcommittee on Investigations 


Hi Ina, 

Following up from our earlier call, here is a summary of -our synthetic credit activity, results and outlook for Q2. 


Year-to-date the synthetic book is -$S25MM. Offsets In other credit positions limit the Q1 loss to -$350MM, while 
the Q1 CIO Int'i financial income was -i-lBSOMM ineJuding the synthetic book. The Q1 TRR (including OCI delta) is 
$3.2bio year to date. , ' 

The synthetic credit book, as a dedicated hedge to our credit longs, continues to be short HY. In Q4, we decided 
to neutralize the risk profile of this book for two reasons: a) the large realized gains around the AMR events, and 
b) given our large investment program m cash credit securities and related view. 

Our attempt to neutralize the book has been unsuccessful. We ended up losing a predictable -575MM on HY 
shorts, however the IG hedge delivered only -tSOMM. Although investment grade performed very well in Q1 and 
the' relationship between HY and IG also worked in our favour, two idiosyncratic factors rendered our hedge 
ineffective: 


1. Our longs, IG.9 and ITX.9 forwards, are in the off-the-run curves which steepened -F 24bps. 

Excess liquidity and the pro-risk environment drove carry traders to the front-end. 

2. Our longs underperformed the on-the-run indices as they contain specific high-risk names in 

the old series (CDX.IG.9 contains Radian, MBIA, Countrywide, ILFC, iStar Financial, RR Donnelly; iTraxx,S9 
contains Hellenic Telecom, Banco Espirito Santo, Portugal Telecom, Dixons, Elec, de Portugal). 

The reason, however that we have chosen these IG proxies is because these are the very names that we are short 
in HY Instruments. 

Therefore, although thus far unsuccessful, these IG proxies best neutralize and balance our synthetic books to 
event'rlsk. This has been reflected In the VaR and Stress VaR. Overall, we stfil remain short these names with a 
pro-default jump risk profile. 

The book is overall risk balanced, given the cross-market long/short and has positive carry of $2MM/day, while 
retaining upside on defaults (see graph below). 

For final Q2 we estimate a P&L range of--150MM to +250MM. Intra-quarter P&L could exceed this range, but not 
significantly. 

The above estimate does not Include P&L on default events, which is significantly positive, as shown in graphs 
below. 

It is my impression that the recent market attention to our IG.9 activities maybe due to the market's incorrect 
perception that we are outright long IG.9 index with a related default risk profile. We are not, 

, I think it would be much more iikely that the significant market shorts in IG.9 lOY will need to be covered. Many 
dealers hold significant shorts in IG.9 against legacy CDO portfolios, and as hedges to illiquid single-name 
inventory. 

Related to IG.9, the most rewarding, short-term catalyst for CIO would be an MBIA related default event and 
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subsequent curve flattening. Alternatively, a settlement or positive case outcome for MBIA would be bullish and 
would support a rally in the forwards. Our P&L profile in this case would be in the above range of -150 to 
+250MM, and more carry dependent. Unfortunately this scenario would tie up augmented RWA further forward. 

Best, 

Achilles ' - 



M 
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From: Drew, Ina <Ina.Drew(aijptTiorgan.com> 

Sent: Mon, 09 Apr 2012 22:39:52 GMT 

To: Serpico, Gina <Gina.Serpico@jpmorgan.com> 

Subject: Fw; Deliverables for meeting tomorrow 


Print 


From: Wilmot, John 

Sent: Monday, April 09, 2012 06:38 PM 

To: Drew, Ina; Macris, Achilles 0; macris@fBBBBBBIWWartin-Arta 30 , Javier X 

Cc: Goldman, Irvin J 

Subject: P^E; Deliverables for meeting tomorrow 

A couple of foliow-ups separately from a conversation I had with Doug late this afternoon: 

• Profile of maturity of the index and Tranche positions (driven by the discussion on the handout Appendix: Position 
CDX iG position changes since June 2011 allocated to IG9 forward trade) 

• Doug had the question ofwhy we just didn't reduce the HY position to reduce our risk rather than going long the iG 9 
(we discussed carry (ie associated p&l) but he makes the relevant point that from an RWA perspective this might be 
less economic) 

• Lastly, Doug wanted some history relative to current positions (longs and shorts) and what were the relative indicative 
credit spreads at entry against current spreads 


Myfoilow-up question from this morning's discussion; 

• On the Appendix page referenced above: Can you explain to me the trend in risk trend highlighted in the far right 
column "Net CDx IG index position on "Syr" bucket""? It went from -14.4bn in Feb to-0.96bn in Mar to +12.1bn in 
April. Did the $8bn in lG5.75vr exposure add between Mar and Apr solely drive the Sl3bn addition to the Net CDx iG 
position? 

• i think for reference purposes we also need to consider any statements around market volumes and days to 
liquidation carefully especially as it relates to p&i impact 


John C. Wilmot 1 Chief investment Office \ 12 john.>iril(T»ot®jpmofgan.com | » Work: (212) 83-4-5452 { 9 Ce!i:l 


From; Drew, Ina 

Sent: Mo'nday, April 09, 2012 5:42 PM 
To: Macris, Achilles 0; macrislg ""** "^ 

Cc! Goldman, Irvin 3; Wilmot, JoRIT” 
Subject: Deliverables for meeting tomorrow 


I Martin -Artajo, Javier X 


Redacted by the PermaBent 
Subcommittee on Investigations 


-Index/Tranches - Gross Notionals, nets - itemized for central clearing or counterparty risk 


Table with spreads and VIEWS on spread moves with p/i associated. This is for Jamie and Doug. 
It is an exte nsion of the table you provided that shows spread moves rnonthly. 


Kcdaclcd - Nuii-rublic Supciv - SG;i-l’ubi;c ' intovnialio!) 


■'St of questions that we MAY or may not use for specific discussion with the GR (Hill) 
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We can review aii and start a process for follow up things we need to address for risk management etc. 

John/irv “ anything to add. 

lease make sure ALL e mails are distributed to me John and Irv, We will vet together with you tomorrow and then send out 
as appropriate. 

ACHILLES - your other follow up was with Daniel on ESA** 
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From: 

pnt: 

' j: 

CC: 


Hogan, John J. <JohnJ.Hogan@jpmorgan.com> 

Wed, 11 Apr 2012 11:18:29 GMT 

Staley, Jes <jes.staley@jpmorgan.com>; 2nke, Steinar X <steirrar.zinke@jpmorgan.com> 
Braunstein, Douglas <Dougl3S.Braunstan@5pmorgan.com>; Dimon, Jamie 
<jamie.dimon@jpmchase.com> 


Subject; Fw: Credit risk limits 


This is the governance used in the IB to control what is currently going on in QO. We (obviously) need to 
implement this in CIO as soon as possible. John , 

Original Message 

From: GREEN, IAN 

Sent: Wedne^ay, April 11, 2012 06:53 AM 
To: Bacon, Ashley; Goldman, Irvin J 
Cc: Hogan, John J. 

Subject: RE: Gedit risk limits 

CH uses a small number of limits (attached) and a significant reliance on the Structural Risk Measure (SRM 
- also attached) as the principal business limits. Directional limits tend to be smalt as the book Is managed 
to be broadly neutral to spreads & corr^ation. All tranches and index trades are decomposed into Single 
Name positions and managed against spread-based limits and thru SNPR. We also rely heavily on the Stress 
Testing framev^fork running 20 spread scenarios and 6 basis scenarios daily. An example Stress page for CH 
is attached. 

ere is a also a significant reliance placed on the risk MIS arid periodic reviews of the gross portfolio risks 
forums like the IRBC..I can send additional commentary on these if required. 

Thanks 

Tan 


— Original Message — 

From: Bacon, Ashley 
Sent: 11 Apnl 2012 00:14 
To: Goldman, Irvin J; GREEN, IAN 
Cc: Hogan, John J. 

Subject: Re; Gedit risk limits 

Ian, could you please send Irv the structure of CH limits and thresholds (and the SRM). 
Thanks 


— Original Message — 

From: Goldman, Irvin J 
Sent: Tuesday, April 10, 2012 05:57 PM 
To: Bacon, Ashley 
Cc: Hogan, John J, 

Subject: Credit risk limits 

hiey, 

,0 you tei! me what 18 risk limits and measures we use for credit hybrids outside of var, stress + cs 10 
■widening. 
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From: Martin-Artajo, Javier X <javier.x.martJn-artajo@jpmorgan.com> 

mt: Wed, U Apr 2012 14:59:13 GMT 

lO: Drew, Ina <Ina.Drew@jpmorgan.com> 

CC: Macris, Achilles 0 <achiiie5.o.macris@jpmorgan.com> 

Subject: RE: Single names CDS basis relative to IG 9 CDS - URGENT update 



the market is, quiet today .To early to tel! but so far about flat P/L. The tension has stopped now . The bank's 
communications yesterday are starting to work . 1 hope that it keeps this way tomorrow . 

regards 


From; Drew, Ina 
Sent: 11 April 2012 15:53 
To: Martin-Artajo, Javier X 

Subject: RE; Single names CDS basis relative to IG 9 CDS - URGENT update 
Hovi/ is it going? Any market color today? 


-om: Martin-Artajo, Javier X 
Sent: Wednesday, April 11, 2012 10:52 AM 
To; Staley, Jes 

Cc; Drew, Ina; Braunstein, Douglas; Hogan, John J.; Machs, Achilles 0 
Subject: FW: Single names CDS basis relative to IG 9 CDS - URGENT update 

Jes , 

further to your last question on the single names versus index ! hope that this clarifies your question . 


best regards 


Javier 


From; Martin-Artajo, Javier X 
Sent; 11 April 2012 15:31 
To: Drew, Ina 
Cc: Macris, Achilles 0 

Subject Single names CDS basis relative to IG 9 CDS - URGENT update 


ina , 


regarding the relationship of a CDS index versus its components that is notan exposure that we have in the book. But , it is 
likely to affect our book given that it is not driving the dynamics of our curve position . The demand for single names in the 
^st has not affected the index position if you look at the graph below . The basis to theoretical has been somewhere around - 


20 bps at the beginning of the year ( Orange line ) and the CDX IG 9 10 Yr ( S.7S maturity , ie our long in !G 9 5 Yr as we call 
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From: Drew, Ina<Infl-Drew@jpraor^.aMn> 

Sent: Wed, II Apr 2012 00:16:29(^1 ' 

Dimon, Jamie <jainie.dimoQ(^prachase.com>; Braunstdn, Douglas 
To: <Douglas.Braunstein@jpmorgan.coni>; Hogan, John). <John.J,Hogan@jpmorgan.com>; Zubrow, 

Bany.L <baiTyJ.zubrow@jpin,chase.com>; StaJey, Jes <5es.staley@jpincTgan.com> 

Goldman, Irvin J <iTvin.j.goldmaii@jprachase.cpni>; Wllmot, John 

<JOHN,'WILMOT@jpmorgan.com>; Maoris, AchiDes 0 <achiUes.o.macris@Jpraorgan.com> 
Subject: FW: updated 


ALL: Piease see attached 2"'^ quarterscenartosfcrtheCredit Book with descriptions. 

We can review all assumptions and answer questions on the 8:30aincall. We are working on Jamie’s request 
for 

Correlation of the credit book against the portfolio and will also have those numbers at 8:303m. 
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Synthetic Credit Summary 
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Today's P&L eslimale of - 
{395MU rep^esenls a 
move 0,5s cwfsnt VaR95 
ot SeOMM. 

OH Ifio njn iG,9 curves bear 
sleepBned avg »7bps (3Q% 
of YTO move), ar*d spreads 
wdered 9^^ ''10bps 


01 Realised Pit -$S60. driven by losses in short riskHY (670MM>, vs, +i2flMW in C0X,1G, and -SOMW in ITrox* 

The IG compononl has been the main Pit driver of ondefperfemisnce In Qt, as IG,9foM8rd long risk posilions did,not deliver enilcipaled profile given sleepaning of the 
curve. Curenl booh Is overall risk balanced, given the CfOss*marKellcngfshortsnd has posillve carry of SZMMfday, while retaining upside on defauils 


w 02 Pit Estimates 'these scenarios do not include 10 April Pit, which would acerele back info eeeli scenerlo ♦I400N1M, if rB.cBlIbmledfor today's market moves 

.w .$250MM (NewFitwincial Crisis) implies an overage spread widening ol cHivan by banka/linarrcisls ufidergolng siress. In this esse, Die portfolio PSL Is driven by: 

- ''250MM carry 

•inOMM given relsltve underperformarree of IG vs. HY (comprsssfon, led by baiikafflnsnclBls widening) 

' 4300MM due to 'duration eMenaion' as we projoci lhat the shon-dsied shaft risk duration in IG will contract as expiry approaches 

- 4100MM due to spread wdening. not offset in this case by curve flatlening (wo assume here lhat curves remain 43bps sleep In iG equivalents) 

w -itSOMM (Status Quo) in (his case we essume that market levels end curves freozo’et curreni levels; In this scenario CIO would della hedge around volalilily Ihroughout 
the quarter 

- r200MM cany 

- 4300MM due to ’duration exiertsion’ as we proieci Ihel Ihe short-dated short risk duration In IQ wtii contract as expiry approaches 

- 'SSOMMOue totonQ-dsled iranche underparfsrmance as observed In Qt 

9 * J350MM (Central Scenario) in this case buH steepefnng of IG curves {*4bp5), mere than offset by oulperformance of 1G.9 curve vs. on the run 

- *l70MMoatry 

420OMM due to 'duralion extension' as we pr(h«c( lhal Ihe short-dated short risk duraiion in IG will contract as expiry approaches 
'$11 OMU due Id reUy in crodit spreads - 1 S% 

- ‘$200MMduatorcla!lveoutperforinanceof IG 9 curve vs. on the run IG curves (while counler-inturtiva, Ihe ■compression' effect of IG, 9 vs. on the tun IQ 
complex is driver of performance) 

' '$150MM due ki iorg-dsied equity Iranche oulpertcrmBnca 

a lnlh0Seditxi"tO% OpIinnsBc' lliecmwaidly of lhapwlfofio in a highly °< a highly negsliva market outcome is demonslrated, 

'S7D2VtM in the everri ol -20% tightening of spreads, decompression of HY va. IG credil, and IG.9 forward outperfomiance (roHing down the curve) 

$1,126 ■ErtdtrfQH' refers to a scenartoor strong growth led by U.S., spraaOs avg. -50% tighler 

- -vl.TSSMM »i 'Many Defaults' rrrearw wave of defauils among widest spread names (incl. MBIA, HatSan, ISIar) curve nallening, and *75% spread widenlrig, 
driven by poriotmanca of HY ^rorfs, IG flatieners and long prolaction positiorrs in the portfolio 

K In thesecBon *10% Extreme* it is climated Ihai the book would rartge -S355MM In -SSbOMM. 

- -USSMMin the ev^l of bear sfoapening of curves, spreads wider by avg '•10% 

- -$6S0MM n the evanlof butt steeperring ot curves, spreads lighiet by avg -25Y«. driverj by underpsriormanca of IG,9 (forwards do not roll down curve in rally) 

J„I,^M.r>rgan 
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From: Wilmot, John <JOHN.WILMOT@jpmorgan.com> 

Sent: Wed, 11 Apr 2012 18:59:00 GMT 

to: Dimon, Jamie <jamle.dlmon@jpmchase.com> 

Braunsteln, Douglas <Douglas.Br3unstrfn@j'pmorganxom>; Hogan, John J. 

PP. <JohnJ.Hogan{§)jpmorgan.com>; Zubrow, Barry L <barryj.zubrow@jpmchase.com>; Drew, Ina 
<Ina.Drew@jpmorgan.com>; Staley, Jes <jes.st3ley@jpmorgan.com>; Goldman, Iivin J 
<lrvin.j.goldman@}pmchase.com> 

Subject: synthetic credit Information 


Jamie, 

Attached please find a presentation on the synthetic credit book that was reviewed this afternoon with Doug, Jes, Ina,. Barry 
and John. It covers the relevant data requests from the past several days. 

John 


John C. wilmot j Chief investment Office j 13 john.wilmot^jpmorgan.com I B Work: (212) 834- 54S2 ) B Cell: 


— - RwiaclcdbylhePermanml 

Subcommittee on Investigations 
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Synthetic Credit Summary: Notional Exposure 


> Gross external 90 CIO. Indudng IB) nodond is 9636W0 

long risk vs. 3B76blo short ifek across all Index ervd (rancho 
products 





iGrosr external trades 

836.1 

-6i78.3 

157.31 


21D.8';;- 


'..-u.'IS.q: 

(ICE} to $9e.7bio. 97% irf total nal eidemal index 


162,2 

-160.8 

1,41 

eiqxisure 

I- tranche 

48.6 

-36.9 

lizl 


'NdtIonals'outstSntlirie with ICE‘i-- V:-".'.' X-;' ! 


if-y- -isa.’d : 

-'96.7 

bilateral counterparty exposures 

j- index 

2S0.1 

-1S3.4 

. 96.7 


I- tranche 





NotlontilSdUMtandihB wlthidxternal'couriterpartfes'' 

•?>'r';375;2---‘; 

>327.7' ■ 



j- index 

122.1 

-118.8 

3.3j 


1- tranche 

253.1 

•208.9 

44.2 1 


e COX.IO-9 n»t position tor CIO Is %BZ2bUs. which Is 
approximstely 10-15 days of 100% of tratfnQ volumo 

a 1TX.9 net position for CIO Is $35bto. which Is approxlmstely 
a-12 days of 1 00% trading volume 

n For wt Iha run poslllona the rtumbers are HHieh smeller. 

ranging from 0.2S days to 2 days voluine In 10 and HV. 
respectlvefy. 



Ji?Morgaii 
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Synthetic Credit Summary: Maturity Profile 


inumrEU 
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■0 
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» Top i^le BhowB gross nollonats across Indices and iTanchos by undetlykig (ndes famHy (can be contusing, adds noiloralB.of Indicsa and irwichas) 
e BoUom latHe shows the 10% eredil spread widereng per maludty Pocket 

s Largest shod fbk exposures In Investment grade mature In Oec-12 tor COJtlQ.S snd Juo-l3tor ITiexx S9 

It Largest shod (Ish exposures In Wgh yield are corrceritraled In Oeo-lS to JurvlOfor CDX.HY and Dec-18 for ITraxx.Crossover 


CD 
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Synthetic Credit Summary: Risk & P/L Scenarios 

■ ToWSynthotfcCfetBV^RBQJimn 
> 10% Cradtt Spread WIdaning 

a The posWon. bsla-ad)usted has nsl dIracUanaflty of -$163UM In 10% parsllet mot's m spreads 
a Thia eoutvslant of t34.Sblo of long risk In Sv 10 agulyjltfitg 
a Relative value Risk Exposures 

e iGvs-HYSZZmnVbpeofrlsklflQundafperfofmsHYbylbps 
a tGOS/IOscwve posHtonMeMhVbpsafriskifcufvesleepans It^s 
B XOvs. ITX J34inm/bp9ofrisk«irXunderperto(insXOV£Rby tbps 
a ITXOS/lOe curve posiHonTieMhVbpsKoirve steepens 1bps 
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COXHY 

8.510,886 

478.390,558 

2,20^664,595 

CDXHY 

8.510.686 

42.554.432’ 


i 

CDX LCDX 

90,747 

1.399.630 

6,728,10$ 

CDX LCDX 

COX IQ 

90.747 

•35 121.719 

453.735! 

-3S.121.719' 

-27.235.271' 

-45.080.7151 

COXIG 

-35,121,719 

-453,123.526 

-2. 144.460,027 

US REGION.-'/ 

26 520 086 

7 8bA48 

4? 23'' S?1 

-IS.QBCIZIS: 

ITRAXX MN 

-22.056,110 

-344.040,211 

-1,771.009.407 






ITRAXXXO 

. 3,080.724 

178,197.413 

819.368.090 

ITRAXX MN 

-22.056.110- 

-22.056,110 

-34,256,803 

-19.071,244 

ITRAXX FINSU0 

-560,852 

-23.044.526 

-107.358,380 

ITRAXXXO 

3.060.724' 

12.242.896. 



ITRAXX FINSEN 

-31.240 

-727,797 

-3,496.997 

ITRAXX FINSUB 

-560.652, 

-2.242.609' 



SOVXWE 

-19,«)9 

.437,811 

•2.115.454 

ITRAXX FINSEN 

-31.240' 

-124,981. 



Synthetic Total 

-46,127,273 

-163.377.289 

-017,573,542 

SOVXWE 

-1B.809', 

-19.909- 







EurCpe \ 


6§3 

. :-34;2S6-eo3 

IB 071 244 





1 oUll symnetic Creon 

::467r27,270' 

-4,314,245' 

~^r4^Q7'4; 

-647151795? 
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Synthetic Credit Summary: Exposure to steepness 


B Ort 8 slin(^ basis, curve couM steepen by 20 bps 
mme (on bads} 

■ Less appex $1MHon 

B WHh hedges cunenlly In place, ws couW steepen 
by 10b|» epprox 

■ Loss ^prox $5S0nini 


SoHem o<apb sho>*s Ibe behaviour el the slope of 
10 9 1 yr versus IQ 9 6 Vf lhat we have in our 
booK - TNs stwws the tetaUonshIp behveen the 
slope of ouf position In the Index versus the actual 
hedge that we have boudlng the relationship lhat Is 
the 5 Yf short lhal we hove on the run Sve yeer IQ 
and the short thot we heve In the HY OTP sbrce 
Jen200e . This ratio l8 85%and15%85perow 
bocA . 



t l»3xU> 
U Feb.-A<ri 
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Single Name. Risk & Forward Jump to Default Risk 


TaWe 1: default profile today and post December ZD12 




# of names 

Average P&L 


ff of names 

Average 

Max Gain 





Gain given 

given 

Portfolio 

ffof Names 

with default 

given Default 


default 

Default 

Default 


loss risk 

($mm) 

(Smm) 

gain 

($mm> 

($mm) 

Total portfolio today 

soe 

62 

-67 

-205 

526 

133 


Total portMio post Dec 


220 

-336 

-716 . 

357 

133 

600 

iG9 only today 

IQ9 post Dec 2012 

121 

121 

0 

121 

0 

^72 

0 

-716 

121 

0 

146 

0 

D 


on-lhe-run 

IG9 Hedge opUons IG18 cowre 8B names ool of 121 

potf Dec 2012 HY10 covers 13 out of tfie remaining 32 names unhedged With IG10 


Tottoy there l» eohsWetable detaull prolecHon comlrro fiwm IQS trenches. 

too.. n« 1!1 n.m. to IO>, »« Jtonp.To-D.I.»ll .1 MtoW »om • Wt** ».to ol •mm on .v.mj. p.r oom. to . to., ol .S7Zrn poc ..too ooM D.o.tob.r 


This is because ol the tolKlf of two forms ol prolocfloo: 

■ The flfsl Is the 32bn of short.<lsledprolecl1onon20lhDec2012. 

. The ..cond (.od Ihl. I. towto.ll I. to. M « «.«!> tonj ptotooltoo on m Wnol...- Th. oqoll, P'oto"'"" •' •« oPPtoto"*" 

follo ol 30 to 1. so Iho J^bn of equily tranche protection Is equivalent to $12Qbri of index proloctlon In terms ol pure default risk- 

p« dOto Doto,mb.,2012. « m,M bo •«. to P««-ly !««. toto totoo.ur. »«n to, o«.nl onJb.™ Ind.< but to. o.od.p I. M notoo. out o! to. 121 In IG.. 

On II. 32 ntoiplntoj ran., m bra, > JraipdodJotodll to., ol SSObira on ...r.B. p.r non. Ml would no.d lo b. I«d,.d by oto.r mrao. |HY on Ih. ran lnd.», .hjl. ran. 
CDS, biDBx iisocfwe etc) 
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Synthetic Credit Summary: Risk & P/L Scenarios 



'a«eM4' 

ewLH ai 




'..OxSmlillc'- ■Curwi'cy-- • ShililfQE '.’M«oy' 
-.•'«nkrto . . . -atlH :'. V. •• 

lasrvwwifMu 

KWinyr 

iess.»>r 

».7lrrri.TS|n . 


«3 

vAv- ^ 

--■a--.v.-'i>.-‘- ■-■’I.-. 

. .v-k i V y-, <.-v .-.J 

.V- -.4t^ ' V - f'-;o 

hoiMIul caw 


ow 

BsaasBs^gsaa 



rii • 

■. ete * 


ssisssiasmsi 



sed PALInQI 


■ .ig%-E«RBi«; . • 

•:-'-.a0%‘LlKEUHOOD ' - ' 



Today's PSL asllmale of - 
$3S5MM represents a 
move 6-Sx current VflR95 
ofSeOMM. 

Off the run 10,9 curves bear 
steepened avg ♦Tbps (30% 
of 'TTD rnove), and spreads 
widened avg ♦fObps 


» Q1 Realised P4L -JMO. driven by losses in short risk HY (670MM), vs. ♦128MM in CDX.lG. and -3DMM in ITt8» 

c The IC eoo.Doner.1 has been the mtfn PAL driver of unda-pertonnance fr. Q1. as 15.5 forward long risk posillons did -wl dailver anticipaled profits given steepening of the 
eufwe. Currwl book la overall risk balanced, given the cross-market longfahort a^^d has positive caror of SZMWday, while retaining upside on defaults 

02 PAL Etttmetee • these scenarios do not Include 1» April PAL, which would secrete back Irtfo each acenailo ♦S4D0MM, If re-csllbrsled for today'a market movaa 

e 42S0MM (Naw FinarKlal Crisis) Implies on average spread wWenlng of ♦25%, driven by banks/nnenclals undergoing stress. In this cess, the portfolio PAL Is driven by. 
♦250MM carry 

-100MM given relellve underpettemiaiKe of 10 V*. HY (eompression. led by banksfhnBnolBla Widening) 

. . .$300MM due to 'duration eirterwlon' as we prejecl Ihal the short-daied shod risk duration m tO will contraol aa expiry epproaohea , 

41OOMM due to spread wWetrfng, r>ol offset In this case by curve flattening (we essume hero that curves remain 43bpe steep In 15 equNalents) 
a -SISOMM (Status Quo) In iWs case we assume that market levels end curves freeze' at current levels; In this scenario CIO would della hedge eround volatility ihroughoul 
the Quarter 


III contract as expiry approaches 


4S0MU due to long-daled tranche underperformance as observed In Q1 
♦$350MM (CerrUel ScofMifto) In this case bull steepening of IQ curves (♦4bp8), more than offset by outperformance of (5.0 curve v! 

+1 70MM carry 

-IzeoMM due lo \)ura!lon oxlettsion' as we profect lhat tho short-dated si 

- +$llOMM<Juetora(lyincredit8praads-1S% , . „ . .,r.B 

♦$200MM due to retaUve oulperiomrance of IG 9 curve vs. on the run IQ curves (while counter-intulllve, the compression effscl of IG.S vs. on the rur 
complex is driver of performance) 

♦StWMMdue to lotrg-dated equity Iranchooulperformance 

to the aedlor. *10% OpUmblle* the convexily ot lt» porttolto to a highly posIBve or a highly negalivo market oulcome is dsmonslrated. 

- ♦S70ZMM hi the evarrl of -20% Ughtontog of spreads, decompression of HY vs. IG credit, and IG.9 forward oulpartormanca (rolling down the curvo) 

51,126 “End of QE" refers to a scanartoof atrcirg growth led by U.S., spreads avg. -50% tighter 

- +l’725MMIn'ManyOafaulte''mearts wave of defaultB among wWeal Spread names (tod. M0IA, Radian, I3tar)ci 
drtven by perfwmarrco of HY ahorts. IG natteners end loiig proieclton posillons In ttie portfoilo 

In the se<*mi -10% Extrwne’ II ta esttoialed that toa book would range -S355MM to -S9S0MM. 

-53S5MMtodioeveotofb0arateap8ntogofcuive8,sprBad8w!derbyavg+1O% . 1 k. miM 

... . . L .j -25%^ dfivsn by underperformance of IG-9 (forwards do not (d! down curve to tally) 


■e naltanlng, and +75% spread widening. 


-SeSOMM to die event of bull t 


eepening of i»j(ves, spreads tighter by a 

7 


J.P Morgan 


JPM-CIO OOG1158 

Confidential Treatment RBQuesfed By 

JPMORQAN CHASE & CO. 


912 


o 


CD 

3 

:o 

CD 


Appendix: CDXJG.9 Market impact 

» ao Increased the CDX.fGa 5.7Sy exposure by 536bto (tuitng January am} Fottruary 
0 Compared to on the wh eipjtNrstent Spread moves ttris does nol appaar to have distorted market prices 

% -Skmf or Index to then basis has bean mean revertlf*8 1 movtne tees rwflstlve sinca stait of year (organgs line orr DalaQuery graph) 
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From: Drew, Ina <lna.Drew@jpmorgan.com>' 

Sent: Thu, 12 Apr 2012 15:19:17 GMT 

Dimon, Jamie <jamiB.dimon(^pmchase.com>;Brauiisiao, Douglas 
To: <Dou^as.Braunstein@jpmorgaD,com>; Hogan, John J. <John,J-Hogan@jpinorgan.com>; Zubrow, 

• Bany L <baJTyJ.rubrow@ipnicbase.com>; Staley, Jes <5es.sialey@jpmorgan.com> 

Wilmoi, John <JOHK.\VILMOT@]pmorgan.com>; Youngwood, Sarah M • 

CC: <sarah.m-yoUDgwood@]pmQrgan.com>; Evangelisd, Joseph <joseph.evangelisti@jpmchase.com>; . 

Goldman, Irvin J <irvin.j.gQ}dman(ag'iHnchase.com> 

Subject: FW: Synthetic Credit Materials 


Attached please find the three documents we discussed: 

• Core Credit Executive Summary 

• Synthetic Credit Q+A 

• Mar-ket Structure Duerview 
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Below is an explanation from a strategic poirtf of viewthe construction, execution, risk 
profile and the extreme P/L outlook for synthetic credit book or Core Credit Book . 

The construction of the credit derivatives book : the Core Credit Bock as sve call it 
internally was designed since its inception to benefit from market downside risk with a 
profile that would offer the firm the best risk/reward for that. downside protection . 

At the beginning of 2007 we started a program that bought ABX and TABX protection on the 
subprime and since July 2008 we started a program that would benefit from large defaults 
on High Yield names as the Risk / Reward for havir\g curve fiatenners was a very good way to 
get this protection for the company. The book has kept its profile of pro-default risk for High - 
Yield until the end of 2011 . 

The execution of the High Yield Bookfrom Inception in 2007 was based on buying 
protection on the on-the-run series and tranches of this series and balancing the book with 
older series as the High Yield market tends to have wider names as times passes since it 
collects the most traded names and will include the large fallen angels too. So, this makes 
sense to do if we believe that we have a bad economy in front of us but has to be balanced 
to adjust for large spread moves and needs to offset with some positive carry to make the 
book with the smallest negative carry that we think is appropriate . 

The way that we at CIO have book-run the Core Book to balance the negative carry cost of 
the High yield Book overtime has been using investment Grade strate^es that gave us 
some carry or buying optionalityf or both ) m the tranche market to offset the 
directionality of the High Yield Book if this was more efficient -than using intra- High Yield 
hedging. 

From an execution point of view the Book from the beginning of 2011 was a pivotal year 
since we started to realize that the Risk / Reward that tWs book offered started to have 3 
Risk / Reward that was not as compeling as it had been in the past and started to reduce the 
book notionais and size until June 2011 when we increased the High Yield Book once again 
as the events of Europe and US started to gather momentum . 

The P/L Outlook for the Core Book could be described as balanced in terms of directionality 
{ without a short bias Beta adjusted ) and with large default protection for a!! of 2012 . of the 
top 12 High Yield riskiest names in HY and a positive carry of 2 MM/day . 

In order to explain the P/L outlook for Q2/Q3/Q4 2012 I would like to describe the book in 
a more detail group of trades to better understand the risks that the book currently has. 
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The Core Credit Book has two main Books : the investment Grade Book and the High Yield 
Book . 

The investment Grade Book ( IG Book) has two strat^es one for Europe { ITraxx Block) 
and one for the US ( 16 CDX Block J 

The High Yield Book hasju^ one strategycalledHY Block. 

The IG CDX Block would best be described as a long risk - IG 9 CDX positron and a short of 
equivalent size in IG On the ainCOXfOTR) and an extra block of long risk OTR. The 
European iTraxx position would be described in the same way as long Series 9 and short the 
OTR. This position has positive carry of 4 MM USD /day. They way that we are positioned to 
go tong risk in the IG 9 position is by going long risk the3Yrar>d5 Yrmaturities.and being 
short the 1 year maturity to be neutral default risk , positive carry ai>d with a long beta risk 
to the 5 riskier names that are part of the short HY position that we have in the HY Book . 

The HY Book would best be described as an on foe run HY OTR short fisk( that indudes ail 
the risky names ( Rescap,TXU,Radian,M8!A,lStar ) and a lor^ risk HYIO/HV 11 { Older series 
of CDX High Yield ) that do not include these names .This is how we get protection for riskier 
names and has a negative carry of 2.7 MM/Oay 

These two books are also rebalanced reladve to eachother to reduce foe overall VAR and 
sVAR of foe whole book with what we woi^d describe as an -Net extra delta IG/HY on the 
run indexes only. This position would be best described as long IG OTR vs short HY OTR . 

This position is 0.5 MM USD carry/day. 
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The main exposures of these blocks are : 


IG 

^it Jan Book 

Cuffent Book 

Forwafdvs QTR 

S9 Fwd 

SyriG OTR eq 

2D.437,375pOO 

■1S«S63Kip56 

38511625P0D 
-35 / 95 697:222 

Forwaidv? »TR 
iC59fwd 

IGOTR 

54^51,351,114 
-53 .463 £165 J? 25 

94 540 640,003 
-92,435.408699 

HY OTR 

Start Jan Book ' 

Currant Book 

HY On the run 

HY1D-n 

14.405.4461594 

-11.ir^.441,146 

18699,100,032 

HetE^ia Delta 

Start Jan Bo<^ 

Current Book 

NetfTRAXX^Main OTR 

Net CDX IGOTR 

.4.116619.444 

-21,8S6Z^7212 

11.496.447222 

32493DS790 


The scenario that Is most critica! for CIO ( large adverse scenario ) happens to be the one 
that we experienced yesterday April) which is a bear steepenerofthe iG Block both in 
the US and Europe and the rest of our positions rernaining stable .This scenario is the 
one that caused us almost aii of tfie loss since Feb 2012 , 1 do believe that this position wiii 
either mean revert because of the enhanced carry that has also increased from yesterdays 
move of the IG block or though 2 default or series of defaults in the rnost criticai names 
MBIA , Radian , ISTAR , Sprint , and M6IC in the next year . The magnitude of the move over 
the weekend for this curve to steepen, i.e. our short in the front did not widen but the 5yr 
IQ widened relative to our OTR by 7 bps . This is unprecedented for a day on a mark to 
market and it could still go wider on its own but the part of our book that should be 
protecting us from most of this widening is the HY short position CfTR that contains these 
narrvestoo and should have mitigated around 70% of this move.lt did not materialize .So 
this goes agains all economic sense , is due to the marics that we are experiencing on our . 
large US IG Block that has caught the attention of the media . It could still go wider and we 
could face and additional loss if the same behaviour persists but at some point that \ve have 
already gone beyond the KY bucket should hedged our exposure . i believe that this mark to 
marked toss is going to mean revert for those reasons. 

it might take some time but I am very confident that this outcome will be materialized In the 
coming months. 
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How do derivaUve instruments and the ’’synthetic credit” activity Rt in 
with the overall CIO activity? 

The Chief Investment-Office has utilized the '‘synthetic credit portfolio," which is a 
portfolio of credit derivatives, to construct a hedge against other risks on JPMC's 
balance sheet. This activity has been part of the CIO portfolio construction and 
risk management since 2007. The related credit derivative instruments offer an 
efficient means to establish protection against adverse credit scenarios and 
"stress events". 

This activity is among the key tools utilized by CIO to manage and hedge stress 
loss risks. The synthetic credit portfolio has benefited the Rrm, especially in 
times of credit market dislocation, sudden spread widening and in the occurrence 
of defaults, which is typicaliy a catalyst for credit spread widening scenarios. 

In Q3 and CIO began to reduce the net stress loss risk profile of the 

hedges, as more positive macroeconomic data in the US and an improving 
situation in Europe post LTRO merited a reduction to the stress loss protection of 
the "synthetic credit portfolio." The book, as a dedicated hedge, continues to be 
balanced, and to protect our portfolio from stress events. 

Have you met Bruno Iksil? 

Yes - I’ve met Bruno in person. (Spedficaiiy on 29 March 2010 in a meeting at 
100 Wood Street in Lonon). I am in regular contact with the team in CIO. 

In your view, could this trading fall afoul of Voicker under a narrow 
definition (or even a broad one)? 

As Barry Zubrow pointed out in our comments to the Regulators in February, the 
language in Voicker is unclear as it pertains to anticipatory hedging needs on the 
ALM side. The condition for the hedging exception appears to have been drafted 
with trading desks in mind, where both sides of a hedge are marked to market. It 
is, a poor fit with ALM. 


What Is the P+L impact on JPM since this story was released? 

The book is balanced, and the performance clearly is a function of market prices. ’ 
The Chief Investment Office performance has been good, and that's reflected in 
our results. 

How mudh have these positions made or lost for 3PMC? What is the 
corresponding loss or gain in your book? 

The "synthetic credit portfolio, ' since inception has positively benefited 3PMorgan, 
in particular in times of dislocation and stress in credit markets globally, as was 
witnessed In 2008,;2009, and more recently in the high yield bond market in the 
US In late 2011. 


Is most of the activity in the 19 Index speculative bets by hedge funds? 
Hedge funds are industry participants in COX.NA.IG credit default swap indices. 
Other Industry participants include banks, broker-dealers, insurance companies, 
pensions, sovereign wealth funds, and other Investors who seek either to gain 
exposure to Investment Grade credit via credit default swap indices, or to hedge 
existing exposure to Investment Grade credit: Irjformation related to hedge 
fund's relative size is difficult to estimate, however, can be thought of as 
proportional to the capital and funding available to the hedge fund manager 
employing COX,IG.9 credit defouft swap indices in its portfolio.. 
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Is most of the activity in the 19 index speculative bets by hedge funds? 
Hedge ftjnds are indust^ participants in CDX.NA.IG credit default swap indices. 
Other industry participants include banks, broker-dealers. Insurance companies, 
pensions, sovereign wealth funds, arid other investors who seek either to gain 
exposure to Investment Grade credit via oedit default swap indices, orto hedge 
existing exposure to Investment Grade credit. Information related to hedge 
fund's relative size is difficult to estimate, however, can be thought of as 
proportional to the capital and funding available to the hedge fund manager 
employing CDX.IG.9 credit default swap indices In its portfolio. 


What risk or type of risk at IPMC does the ZG.9 position hedge? 

JPMorgan utilizes "IG.9,'’ among other hedgir^g lnstrumer>ts to mitigate or reduce 
portfolio "stress loss," associated with credit risks on our balance sheet, 
particularly in the investments securities portfolio, 

1 understand that youVe hedging you overall risk and the Investments 
securities portfolio - can you give a sense of tihe relative size of hedging 
activity in the past - how big can the 'gross' get and what ts the basis 
risk around this? 

The size of hedging activity is a function of the sire of the risks we manage, so it 
changes through time. If you look at the history, heading into the Crisis, the 
Firm's ALM team in QO used credit derivatives to purchase p)rotection on high 
yield credit default swap indices with short term maturities and to sell protection 
on high yield credit default swap indices with longer-term maturities— in effect, 
taking a high yield curve flattening position in the credit derivatives market. This 
strategy resulted in the Firm recognizing some gains as near-term default risks 
increased. The gains recognized on these derivatives strategies offset in part the 
losses that occurred on credit assets held by the Firm. 


Are your examiners aware of this activity? 

Yes, this activity is included In our regulatory reporting praaices, in financial 
statements, and— as part of the Firm-wide Market Risk policy— this activity is 
captured in the Firm’s risk measurement systems. 

Do firms on tiie other side of these trades have an interest m Forcing you 
out of them? 

Clearly certain market participants have expressed an interest understanding 
what is the long-term nature of JPMorgan's hedging , activity— particuSarty in 
C0X.IG.9. It would be speculative to assume participants on the "other side" of 
JPMorgan's activity want to "force us out," and we're in the business of risk 
management of our own positions, not theirs. JPMorgan's position in IG.9 Is part 
of a portfolio balanced across a range of outcomes. It is conceivable that the 
opposite position may not be balanced, which could motivate those portfolio risk 
managers to seek to reduce those exposures. 


Why would a bank need a synthetic credit portfolio? 

A bank or investor may utilize a "synthetic credit portfolio," that is, a portfolio of 
credit derivatives, in parttcuiar to construct a hedge to other risks on it's balance 
sheet. It is an efficient means, given liquidity in the index market, to establish 
protection against adverse scenarios and "stress events." It is often more 
practical to buy protection on credit default swap indices than it is to establish a 
"short risk' position in a cash security. 
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« CtO Is long risk/ «>wi pral«cUon In 10.9 

S.75y «s psri of a long fofwsiri risk poslfion 

H Tills poslUon hodosf HV shorts sisownere in 
portfolio, provides 'corry,' yel retains 
conveidly In spraeri widening (curve 
lisKenIng), and upside on defaults 


» In llie conissl otmarkel making aclfvliy 
dealers overOme accumuiale riek sailing 
proleclion on atr^gfe name COS, bale* 
hedgaS through buying protecHori en Ihe 
corresponding Index (10, S contaira MBIA, 
Radian) 

IS In Ihis way. lha proiecliorl souruad from CIO 
covers Ihe dealer's requirement for index 
prelocUori on IG.E) S.fSyr 

f< TheraalduBl'malehed book* gives rise to 
iha so-called a "skew’ trade, which 
meesuras the basis between skigle names 
and ihelr Index 

d Oealera bansler Ihis basis risk to hedge 
lunds to reduce RWA. This is done for 


K Hedge Fundi onler ihe ‘Skew Irada* by 
- selling proiaetlon on alrtgle nemos and 
buying proteetbn on the Index 
- o To fund this aellvlly, HP's rely on Prime 
Brokers. HP's must pr'ovIdB capllei to PB's 
uplionl and to cover MTM overtime on both 
legs of the trade (l.e. Ihey are.not parfreelly . 
rielted) 

t» HF'a profit from this eclMly es the "akaw’ 
Qompressee 0’*^^ movsd 'ISbos lo- 
11bps} 

o HP's are ’In the money,' and Instead of 
holding lo rralutily to earn this as cany, 
given Ihe PB oapilal requIremeiUs, they seek 
lo BxU & moriatibe 


surprisingly low spreads (botwaen 1D-i5bps 
forlG.O). 
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From: Zubrow, Barry L <barrY.l.zubrow@jpmchase.a)m> 
ant: Thu, 12 Apr 2012 21:07:12 GMT 

To; Braunstein, Dougias <Douglas.Braunstein@jpmorgan.com> 

Dimon, 3amie <jamie.dimon@jpmchase.a)m>; Youngwood, Sarah M 
CC; <sarah.m.youngwood@jpmorgan.com>; Evangeljsti, Joseph 

<joseph.evangelisti@jpmchase.com>; Drew, Ina <Ina. Drew@jprTiorgan.com> 
Subject: If asked about London / CIO and Vdcker 


I suggest you add the following thoughts: 

1. ). Activity was NOT short term trading 

2. ). Was part of LONG TERM hedging of the banks portfolio 

3). We do not believe that our activity in any way goes against the law as passed by Congress, nor the 
spirit or proposed rule as written. 

Barry 


Confideirtia! TrealnKitt Requectsd by 
JPMORQAN CHASE & CO. 
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From: Hogan, John J. <John.J.Hogan@Jpmorgan.com> 

Sent: Fri, 13 Apr 2012 14:35:10 GMT 

To; Dimon, Jamie < 3 amie.dim 0 n@jpmchase.com> 

Subject: RE: CIO 


Doug and I asked that the first day. Answer was ft most "efficient" way to do it. ! would say they just wanted to improve the 
carry on the book by selling protection and taking in some premium. This is all part of the postmortem and we will fix it 


From; Dimon, Jamie 

Sent; Friday, Aprii 13, 2012 10:29 AM 

To: Hogan, John J. 

Subject: RE: CIO 

Why didn't they just sei! vs offset 


From: Hogan, John J. 

Sent; Friday, April 13, 2012 10:24 AM 
To: Dimon, Jamie 
Subject: CIO 

Jamie- 

Beiow confirms the net notional are truly net notionals with no basis. I spoke with Ashley this morning who is working with 
Achilles to implement a similar limit/governance structure on this book to the one we have in the IB— we will do this for all of 
CIO over coming weeks and 1 will keep you posted on that. Let me know if you need anything eise. 

John 


From: Goldman, Irvin J 

Sent: Friday, April 13, 2012 10:20 AM 

To: Hogan, John J. 

Subject: Re: 

John, 

Yes. To be perfectly clear there is no basis within each maturity. 


From: Hogan, John J. 

Sent: Friday, April 13, 2012 10:03 AM 
To: Goldman, Irvin J 

Subject: RE: 

!rv, 

Can you just confirm that the longs and the shorts from each maturity bucket net perfectly and that the net notional is truly 
the net amount that is shown below without any basis risk? 

Thx, 

John 


From; Goldman, Irvin J 

Sent; Thursday, April 12, 2012 7:05 PM 

To: Dimon, Jamie; Hogan, John J.; Braunstein, Douglas 

Cc: Drew, Ina 

Subject: 
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Ail, 

Enclosed please find IG 9 positions by maturity and related volume data and ciiarts. 

Irv 

dd;image005.png@01CD18DD.D2B48F60 


m 


Confidential Treatment Requested by J.P. Morgan & Co. 


JPM-CIO-PSI 0001754 



924 


cid:image006.png@01CD18DD.D2B48F60 


in-'ln CioKinniiiJ.P .Morgan 1 (l'hierbvcsaacntOttlco|2?ft Piiik .Are. | S Tei; + ! 2!2 S342331 j irvin.i.goidmantgijpmehase.eQm 


Confidential Treatment Requested by J.P. Morgan & Co. 


JPM-CIO-PSI 0001755 



925 


Redacted By The 
Permanent Subcommittee 
on Investigations 
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CORPORATE PARTICIPANTS 

Doug BrauniteinV/’Mwgan Chase & Company - CFO 
Jamie Dimon JPMorgan Chase & Company- Chairman & CEO 

CONFERENCE CALL PARTICIPANTS 

Gtenn Schorr Nomura- Analyst 

Guy MoszkoMski BofA Merrill Lynch -Analyst 

John McDonaldionfordflewfe/n-zVia/yiT 

Betsy Graseck Morgan Stanley- Analyst 

Brennan HawkenUSS-/^na/yif 

Mike Mayo CLSA - Analyst 

Matthew O’Connor Deutsche Bank ■ i^noiyst 

Ed Naja rla n ;s/ Group - /Inalyrf 

Chris Kotowski Oppenheimer&Ca.- Analyst 

Andrew Marquardt f wercore Partners - Analyst 

Jim Mitchell Buckingham Research ■ Analyst 

Paul Miller FBB- Analyst 

Christopher Wheeler Mediobanca - Analyst 

PRESENTATION 

Operator 

Good mornlng,ladiesand gentlemen. Welcome to JPMorgan Chase’s firet-quarter 2012 earniftgscailThls cal! is being TBCorded. 

Your line will be muled for the duration of the conference. We vdll now go live to the presentation. Please star>d by. 

At this time I would like to turn the call over to JPMorgan Chase’s Chairman and CEO, Jamie Dimon,3nd Chief Rnancial Officer, Doug Braunstein. 
Mr.Braunstein, please go ahead. 


Doug Braunstein -JPMorgan Chase&Compony • CPO 

Thanks, operator. I am going to be taking you through the earnings presentation,whichasyou know is available on our website. I would also ask 
everyone to refer to the disclaimer regarding forward* looking statementsat the back of the presentation. 

And with that, if you ail turn to page one, for the quarter we generated net income ^a S5.4 billion. SU I pershare-That ison revenues of S27.4 
billiort, up 6% year on year, 2A% quarter on quarter. Return on tangible common equity of the 16% for the quarter and our characterized solid 
performance across most of our businesses, pardcuiarty strong results in the Investment Bar^k and significant improvement year over year in 
mortgage banking 

Thero are a number of significant items that we are highlighting here on this page. We do that every quaner. It includes DBA, reserve releases, 
litigation biiled In theWaMu settlement. 


THOMSON REUTERS STReETEVENTS ] w«w.stisetevents.tc-m | Cwttect Us _. - 
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I APKt B JH! 01 Cl J(- 1 1 i C-i ^atnngst-jf erf tc Call I 


Every quarter we aiso ^avesome trrodest pluses and niinU5es,Wedt>n^ put these upfrori^butifyou did total these significant items they had an 
aggregate negative impact of $0.09a share onour tepwted numbers this quartetlam going to discuss them In muchmore detail as we go through 
the financials 

Strong capital generation in the quarter. We ended with Twri common of $128dc^rs,that is up S5 billion-plus; Strong Basel ! and Basel Mi ratios 
of1D.4%and8.4%,re5pect!vely.Andlwanted]usttohQWightacoupteo{trendsfoflhequarterandthm we willgointo the businesses. 

Rrstls.ifyou look across our businesses, we have continuing ^ns of underlying fundamental growth.So 23% loan growth acres wholesale year 
on year. Record middie-market loans this quarter, up 19% year on year; S4 baion of credit provided to small businesses, that Is up 35% year on 
year. 

Record retail channe! mortgage originations, op 11%tWj year. Oep<»4tsCBB up 8% year over year. Sales volume in Card up 12% year over year. 
Arsd so the underlying fundamenlais year onyear look strong. 

On the credit side, we continue to have stable and good ctet^ resiAs in our wholesale business and on the consumer side real, continuing 
improvement In Consumer.! would say tnaggregaleweareportkig on betierqurfty loans today from that ioan growth, but just twoquick statistics, 
in Mortgage net chargensffs are dowr>2S%year on yearin Card t»etcbar9e-ofharedown37%yearonyear. 

So with thatil’ssort of an underiying theme. Let's turntotheirwesimeniBankon page three. 

For the quarteryousee circled net Income of Si .7 biSioivThat is or> revenues of $73 bittion. reported ROE of 70%. 

On page one we did highlight S900 mitKoninOVA losses pretax for the (B this quarter. And as we have mentioned consislendy in the pasLwe don't 
consider the DVA as a part of our core business resuitxin fact after the ctuingesftcxn this quartet if you remember the spread svidening.we saw 
In the third quarter of 2011 where we booked a $1.9 billion gain on OVA. 

In the Iasi two quarters we have rww reversed $13 Ulkor>ofthat,and obviously'^ spreads returned totheleveithey were last summer we would 
have gone round trip. So iam going to focus on the IB numbers excliKKngallOVA, 

So in the first quarter revenues were S8J2 hiBioR,S2J2b8Bonintyrtjncome,andwehada23%relum orequity-Those numbersaieall very comparable 
to what was 8 very strong first quarter of 2011, but Ido want to remlitdeweryor* that we terid to haves seasonally strong first quarter to start the 
year. 

IB Fees In thequarterof Sl.^biltlon.That is down 23% year on year, up 23% quarter on quarter, and if y«u look on appendix page nine you will see 
vve continue to maintain our number one market-leading share In feei 

Markets revenues were relatively Rat year ot> year. On a Imked-quarter basis revenues were up significantly. Rxed income revenue was $5 billion 
and (hat reflected continued solid dlent revenues across the products, particular strength this quarter In our global rates business. 

Equities revenue of $1.4 faiillon really approved resists across cash and denvativei and we continue to have improving performance from our 
prime services. We are seeing increased balances there, a tlnle improved levemge in the markets, and a modest uptick In spreads. 

Credit portfolio revenue was a little over $400 million, up From the fourth quarter, and then expenses in the quarter of $4.7 billion were down 6% 
year onyear.The comp-to-;evenue ratio, ex DVA,which is the way we manage it,was 35% for the quarter. 

if you go directly to page five, Consumer & Suslness Bartking you will see circled net incotne of $775 mlllion.That is down 13% year on year. And 
an ROE for this business of3S% far the quarter. 


3 
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Revenue of $43 biliion.Thst is reiativeiy flat quarter on quarter but down 4% year on yeatand that reduction year over year is generally consistent 
witho’jrguidsnceontSe impact of the Durbin Amendmer^t, which we had this quarierand didn’t come through in the first quarter of last year. 


We continue to see soiid year over year underlying performance trends in the biisin»s.so the deposit is up $29 billion, which 1 talked about, up 
B%.We believe that is a growth rate faster than the industry growth rate. Business banking originations up 0% year on year. 


We had very strong investment sales this quarter as the markets ImfH’oued and we continue to build out CPC, our Chase Private Client business, 
up 41% quarter on quarter-in fact.client investment assets of $147 biOionlsa'record for Chase Wealth Managemerst. 

On page six you see Mortgage Production and Servicing. Cirded net income of $460 million for the quartet that compared with a net loss of $1.1 
billion in the prioryear.so $1.5 billion swing year or year. We had very strong [Bodoction-retatedrevenuesof $1.6 billion and that is driven somewhat 
by highervo!umes.Origination5wefeup6%yearonyear;appUcations,asimentioned,up33%;a very favorable refinancing environment including 
the impact of HARP 20. 

But we also had higher margins this quarter as a function of thosevokimes and some mix issues. We should be cautious about that because vve 
are iikely to see those margirrs returned to more normalized levels on a go-forward basis. 


Purchase losses in the quarterwere $300 million. That is lower than ourexpectarionson a quarterly basis, which remain $350 million plus or minus. 
In large part that was a function of timing. 


If you now move to the servicing side, in the middle of the pageyouwillsee expenses there ofS1.2billion.'niat includes approximately $200 million 
of costs for the foreclosure-related matters associated with the settlement So if you exclude that $200 million, servicing costs continue to remain 
very elevated at $950 million for the quarter. And of that numbei $700 miinoti Is related to default expense, which was essentially flat quarter on 
quarterbut very, very high. 

As we discussed at investor day. you should expect loses our servicing costs come down over time Volume of delinquencies, as the units decline 
costs will comedown. We are also working very hard to make our processes more efficient 

Overtime you would expect, consistent with what we shared over at investor day, that our normalized exper^ses for servicing should be in the 
$300 million to $350 million r3nge.Butthatwill take a number of years to get to. 


On page seven you see our Real Estate Portfolios. Circled net income of $500 million in the quaner.thatcompares toa loss of $160 million in the 
prior year. Revenues down 7%yesr on year. It's the result of the ruri'ofFwe have been talking about fora while. 

Loan balances are down $24 billion. 11% year on year, consistent with our guidance And we have said that you can expect a reduction in Nil In 
this portfolio of about $500 million, plus or minus, for the yearas we continue to run off about WaMu portfolio and our other non-core mortgage 
assets. 

Credit costs you see is a benefit of almost $200 million and that is a function of delinquency trends improving across ail the mortgage asset classes, 
including home equity. You see a circled number of $808 million (or the quarter in net charge-offs, and as I mentioned, that Is down 25% year on 
year. 


$0 based on the reduction In delinquencies, which, by the way. is in the appendix on page 16, the resolution of the foreclosure settlement and 
what we are seeing b stability in our severity numbers. We reduced our aliowartce this quarter by $1 txIIIon.Thst Is,agaln,parlof the significant 
Items on page one. 

But I will say, even after that reduction, allowance coverage remains at 6% for the portfoRo, $7 J bllBpn, which is a very conservative approach to 
our risks ar>d,quitefranidy,iheS1 billion release is reflective of what we had to do as an accounting matter. 


THOMSON REUTERS STR6ETEVENTS (wwv.’.EtrpetevBntS.com! Corflsct US 


thfcnei w.Hl»arMvrtdTNe,nwi Oauain. B« 





Confidential Treatment Requested by J.P, Morgan & Co, 


JPM-CIO-PSI 0001154 




931 


_^mLT 2012 12jfp IJPIl Qi2‘'2 F i Cu sC iferex^Call; 


1 would note one Other feporling change here,which is due to iheindiistryV^regubtoiyguidarMre we moved $1.6 billion ofoor high-risk seconds 
Into the non-performing loan category. And that isdespdtethe ^ct that SMtrfllon of those Sl.ebtlitonate current today. 

As you know, we have identiSed those high-risk secondseafl)i;We put reserves up against them eariy and so our reserves remain unaffected. But 
if you excluded these charsges, NPLs would have trended down year ori year, down quartet on quarter, and the same would b? true al the 
compariywide level as you look at the company statistics. 

On page eight. Card Services and Auto, circled net inconieof SU byiion.Thalbon revenues of S4.7 biliiorL.Hevenuesand outstandings are lower 
yearort year, that is the impact ofrurwff.And modestly tower quarter on quarwcarid that U primarily due to the seasonal growth that we saw and 
wetend to see inthefourth quarter around the hondays. 

We did see strong sales votome in Card. As i menttorted.ap t2‘)o.Butifyou exclude the sale of (tohl's, sales were actually up 15% for the system 
and the r>ew product sales growth far our FrEedQm.SappKre.and fnkproducts were actually in excess of that growth rate. 

, Auto originations also up 21% year or year and that, quite frant^.rellecls Nghe- mdastry sat«. 

Credit costs of 57^0 million really reflect two factors.Total nctcharge-offeareSUbiliJon that is down a little under $900 mtiKon year on year. We 
have got lower delinquency and r>et charge-off rates circledfbrCardat the boitorn of the page 

We do expect, by the way, the net chaige-off rate to be 4.25% plus or rrortiB in the next quarter. 1 would also note loss rates in Auto remain very 
low. We recognized 28 basis points of charge-offs this quarlK-As a resirll of all of that information, we released $750 million this quarter in Card 
and, again, reserves here remain very robust even after that release. 

One other comment on Card, expenses were up 6% year on year artd that .really was related WexHirig a non-core product in the business. 

Page nine. Commercial Banking Circled net income of almost $600 nuDtort on revenues of $1.7 biffion:2S% return on equity and that is based on 
a higher capital allocation far this business tKsyear.9%yeai-over-year revenue growch.lt has been driven by the themes we have been talking 
about, growth in loans and liability balances, and that is oHsei by the spread compression we have experienced year on year. 

It Is our seventh consecutive quarter of ban balance growth. You see the circled loan balances of almost $116 btHton, up 16%. We had record 
revenue and record loan balarrces in our middle-market business farthequariertthat wasup 19%. 

C&l loans up 24% year on year and I think the best of whet we have got in industry data, industtywlumes are up 12% year on year. So if you think 
ofail that It really does reflect two underlying trends -growth, we believe, in terms of derrtand, as well ass combination of improvements in market 
shareecrossthose producisets. 

twill contirujs to note utilization does remain relatively $taWe where it has beenat a tow rate for the last several quarters.Credit costs were $S0 
million In the quarter here butnei eharge-offswereexceedingly lowat Abasbpoints. 

Page lO.Treasuryfi Security Services, solid results her«.Netincomeof $350 million, up 11% year on year, 4C% quarter on quarter. Revenues of S2 
billion, up 9% year on yee rand that Is again resulting from some underlying fur^damental trends that are offsetting that spread compression that 
we have talked about. 

Uabiiity balances are up 34%;inteniaiionaI revenue was up 12%; assets under custody is a record Si 7.9 trillion. upd%; and trade finance loan 
balances are up 40% year on ysar.You will nohee there. by theway.we had a modest decline in trade finance quarter on quarter, Really a function 
of a little bit of seasonality and 1 would say an increased return of competition, particularly from some of our European cotitpetttors In the fourth 
- In the first quarter. 
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Page 11, Asset Management We had improved quarter-on-gLiarter results in AM,lar9ely driven by market conditions, but we are down from what 
was a strong first quarter 2011. Circled net income of $iS6 million, that ts on revenues of billion. 

The results were really driven by some underlying growth aswellas the market improvement we saw this last quarter. It's the I2th consecutive 
quarter oflong-term flows- $17 biiiiDn,S43 billion over the latest 12 months.We did set records for assets under supervision and records for assets 
under managemeriL Expenses were up year an year and thaVhas iargeiy been from the investment spending we have been talking about for a 
numberof quarters. 

Page! 2, Carporateand Private Equity.Private Equity net irvcome of $130 miIlion.Th3t is on S250mHlton of revenue, predominately mark-to-markets 
for public positions and some modest realizations this quarter. 

So corporate we recorded a net loss of $700 miilionand the loss incioded two significant Hems.The first is a $2.5 billion addition to our litigation 
reserves, predominately mortgage related, and we rderrtifiedthart up on page one. So I am goirrg to make a couple of comments here an the 
litigation reserve. 

As you know, including the actkmsthb quarter, we have beenbuildingverysignificantreserve$.We believe that currently these reserves are both 
comprehensive in nature ar>d appropriately conservat?ve,9hfen what we know about these exposures, including the information with the first 
quarter of this year. 

And 1 would think,absent a materia! adverse development that could certainly charge our views, we don’t anticipate making material addition to 
these reserves over the course of the year. But ) do want tocaubon facts and crcumstances can change, reserves can go up. they can go down, 
but we fee! based on what we know today that we are untUtely to add maieiialty to this position. 

We did book an addition of $1.1 billion pretax gain that was also identified on page one.That is from the WaMu bSnknjptcysettlemenLAnd if you 
Excluded those two items, corporate net income, excluding PE. we noieonthe bottom right was $175 million for the quarter. 

Page 13, the Fortress balance sheet I have covered a lot of the topics already but let me just add two comments to Che page. 

First, as you know, we authorbed a new $15 billion share repurchase. We have spent approximately $450 million yesr-to-date on that new 
authorization, and for those that are likely to ask, it's at a price of about $44.7$. 

Second, on trust preferred orTRuPS,we have $20 blilion outstanding as you all know. We do expea to redeem $10 billion of that $20 billion in 
total this year, and that Is pursuant to the capital plan chat we submitted in the CCAR process. For much of thatthosesecurifles we are going to 
wait until there is a regulatory call event to call those. We were in the market for a $400 m^lion call on a single security that didn't require that 
trigger. 

And forthe remaining $10 billion currently our view is that is very attractive long-term financing. 

On page 14 we do have the outlook. I think I have covered all of that And so, before 1 turn it over to Jaml% I did want to talk about the topics in 
the news around QO and just take a step backartd remindour investors about that activity and performance. 

We have more liabilities, SI. 1 trillion of deposits than we have loans,approximateJy $720 billion. And we take that differential and we invest It, and 
that portfolio today is approximately $360 billion. We Invest those securities in very high grade, low risk - we Invest those dollar; In high gradei 
low-risk securities. 

We have got about $175 billion worth of mortgage securities, v»e have got government agency securities, high-grade credit arid covered bonds, 
securitized products,municipals.markefabieOs.Theva« majority of those are government orgovernmenr-backed and very high grade in nature. 
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We in vest those in order to hedge the interest rate risk of the firm as a Unction of that liability and asset mismatch. We hedge basis risk, we hedge 
convexity risk, foreign exchange risk is managed through CIO. and MSR risk.We also do it to generate Nil, whkh we do with that portfolio. 

The result of all of that is we also need to manage t he stress loss associated \Mth that portfolia and so we have put on positions to manage fora 
significant stress event In Credit We have had that position on for manyycais and the activities that have been reported in the paper are basically 
part of managing that stress loss position, which we moderate and change over time depending upon our views as to what the risks are for stress 
loss from credit 

AH of those decisions are made on a very !or>g-term basilThey are done to keep the Company effectively balanced from a risk stand point We are 
very CO mfonahle with our positions as they are held todan 

And I would add that all those positions arefuiiy transparent to the regubtors.They review them, have access to them at any point in time get the 
information on those positions on a regular and recurring basis as part of ournormanzed reporting, All of those positions are put on pursuant to 
the risk management at the firm-wide level. 

The last comment that i would make is that based orv we believe, the spirit of the legislation as well as our reading of the legislation and consistent 
with this long-term investment philosophy we have in CIO we believe all ofthisiscorutstent with, what we believe the ultimate outcome will be 
related toVolcker. 


So with thal.maybe,.lamie.l will turn it over to you before we open it up for questions. 


Jamie Dmon-JPMorgan Chose & Company ■ Chokman& CEO 

Doug, thank you. So let me just — let me talk about orie thing artd then we wlU open to questions. 

Whe.n is the stock buyback? Obviously we got permission to buy back $15 billion worth of stock. We would have preferred to have been able to 
buyback substantial amounts below tangible book value, but we were unable ta 

We will always, as s disciplined buyback of the apprwtimately S3 billion we issue every year, and that is the S3 billion we issue mostly for comp. 
And that Isi^ot on a GAAP basis. It's {going to issued before investing etc. 

At 45 we will- we reserve - right now we are buying back at that rate, but we may do more. So we reserve the right at any point in time to do 
whateverwe want and it's based upon basically for things. 

What are the organic opportunities? They might be there portfolios or more organic growth. What are the investment opportunities? There are a 
lot of things you can buy, both investments or acquisitions, which we don't really expect big ones now. 

Our own desire to get quickly - how fest do we warttto get to our new capital requirements under Basel HI. And the stock price. So It does not 
mean at $45 - obviously when the slock goes up I think we will be consistent and we will buy less. When It goes down we will buy more. 

We are a buyerln size around tangible book value. And (hen, obviously, we reserve the right to change that at will. 

So lei's oper^ up to questions or comments about any subject atalL 
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QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS 

Opera lor 

{Operator instructions) Glenn Schorr. Nomura. 


Glenr* Schorr - M^murr? - Analyst 

Jarnie, Just because you brought it up, i think it's Interesting, if you took the midpoint of the range that you outlined in the.shareholdet letter and 
you look the $23 billion. $24 billion of over-the-cycle earnings, that is a sub-? times iro^tiple. it seems very attractive at the midpoint of the range. 

1 am just curious on how you think through the valuation when you are thinking about the use proceeds on the buyback. 


Jamie Dimon-JPiMorgan Gkiss & Company -ChaimarSiCfO 

Weli,lme3n.look.yousaid ityourself.anyonecandolhe numbers-Ourtangible bookvalue is extremefy attractive. at 40 it will probably be attractive 
and at 45 -lam not saying it's not attractive, but our best thing is to grow our business and not to worry about buying back the stock. 

We are going to buyback the stock when it's a bargain, not Just because we feel iBte itAndsoyou guys can all do the numbers, we are just not 
going to tell you what we are going to da 


Glenrt Schorr - Nomura - Analyst 

AN right, fair enough. If you took on the quarter foryean-on-year basis. expenses are up tike 15%, Now there is litigation costs irt there and things 
like that. 1 think on the investor day you had suggested flat exper^es year on year. Obviously it depends on Investment Bank revenues, but cart 
you just talk about the revenue expense dynamic? 


Jamie Dimon -JPMorgan Chose & Company -Cho/r/non A CfO 

We said flat expenses; we still erpect IhatThe first quarter tea &ule bit higher because of FiCAartd payroll, a whole bunch of things like that, and 
some one-off expenses that run through there. And that is flat if you back out IB comp and extraordinary stock. 

That number should be about $12 billion a quariecObviously it wasa little Wt higher this quarter to do that, but it will come down overtime we 
think. 


Glenn Schorr- Nomura -Analyst 
Okay, so still flat-. 


Jamie Dimon -JPMorgan Chase & Company -Chairman & CfO 

Remember, if s fiat but we are stil! doing a iot of investing So we are getting other efficiencies to help pay for the investing. 


Glenn Schon-Namura-Analyst 

Fairenough.And then maybe last ate for me-lfrinkthe feararound issues in Europe has started to subside post the LTRO.and I think we discussed 
that last cail.We got a little bit of a scars, though, the last week or two with Spain. 
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Jjst curious on your thoughts right now:where are we in that piocess and do you st3l fed comfortable on the counterparty ecposures? 


Jamie Dimon - Ji’Morgan Chose&Company- Choiirnan&C£0 

Yeii corrstantly read about counlerparties-Our numbers— we disdosed around Sl5 b3!ion,3 little bit higher than that now. They obviously move 
around. 

1 would stili say exactly the same thing. The LTftO was a masdue thing that took the real catastrophe in the short run off the table, but obviously 
the world is going to evaluate overtime whether the fiscal uniort is lightened and given teeth and carrots and sticks end al! that It's going to look 
at Spain and Italy's both austerity and growth plsn5.andR'sgoirtg OJ belike an accordion for the next 13 months. So 1 personally am not going to 
over react to that. 

But I think they have to dosorne things to give it the lealstabiity.ThcLTROwasntsufftciant.ltwas not a — it was a short-term fix riot a f>ermanent 
fix- 


Glenn Schorr-Abmuro-vSnafyrr 
Okaylappreciate it.Thankyou. 


Operator 

Guy Monkowski, Bank of Arnerica. 


Guy Moszkowski - Bo(A Merrill Lynch- Analyst 

Good rooming. On the QO question, which obviously you have addressed and has gotten so much attention in the press this week, can ! just ask 
one further questlorv which is are all of the resuhsoftbe CIO group reflected only urithin Corporate and Other? There is no sharing ofanyofthose 
results with. say.FICC in terms of the reporting that we would see 5t> the irwestment Bank? 


Jamie Dimon -JPMor^an Chase &Cemporty • C?»oirmo/t fi CfO 

No, God. no. No, no. A tot of the Nit U given to the tMsinesses that genetete that deposits on a consistent fund transfer roethodoiogy, which -but 
not with the investment bank. Remember, most of that portfolio is an AFS ponfofio.not aliof li,but most of It, 


Guy Moszkowski - Bo(A Mefrill lynch ■ Acyalyst 
Right, fair enough. It's just I {multiple speakers) 


Jamie Dim on • JPMorgon Chase fr Compa t>y • Choitmon & CfO 

We disdosed both realized gains, unrealized gains, and mark-to-market gains. You get all of that. 
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Guy Moszkowski - Soft MefrlS Lynch ■ Analyst 
Yes, that is just a question that I ask in order to assess the tempMt in the teapot nature of the stories relative to the tcvEnues that we see that just 
don’t seem to he that big, 


Jamie Dimon -JPMorgon Chased Company - Chmcman & CFO 

It's a complete tempest in a teapot Every bank hasam^orpoirfoSojin those portft^s you make investments thatyoj think are wisetoofftet 
yourexposures. 

Obviously.il’sa big portfolio; we are a large company and wetrytomnlt — ifs sophisticated obviously with complex things. But at the end of the 
day that is our Job is to invest that portfolio wisely, intdKgently over a long period trftime to earn income and lo offset other exposures that we 
have. 


mV.L fJ, 2012 ^ [2:5CPM Ji it,'r-Q120VJPM5t 


lci_t:ifn5ngs.0Dnferefiif.;^t^ 


Guy Mosikowski -SoMMaTiiiyncfi'y^ftofysr 

Then turning to the capita! questions, obviously you have had a rapid growth towards your everrtual Basel Hi targets, although of course we stiil 
don't know exactly what they are. andyou have aSuded to thecondlttons under which you would return capital thro ugh buybacks. But what about 
the potential for speda! dividends alorsg the way? If you felt ttat youhad excess caistal and that share buybacks were not that attraalve. how 
would you think about that? 


Jamie Dimon -JPMorgan Chase & Compare- Chairnwn&CiO 

Guy, i think the light way to kiokatthatisaskthatquBSttonm two years.) mean we are not at the BaseMI! targets yetYou should expect dividends 
on a regular - we may change our minds, but on a regular annual basts from us that will iookat what to do. 

Obviousiy.thisisaBoard-leveidedsioaBut there is going to certainly be fwspedal dividend brfore we know what the real capital rules are. * 


Guy Moszkowski • BofA Ale/rd/ Lynch • Analyst 
Fair erwugh. 


Jamie Olmotr - JPMorjan Chose & Company 'Chairman & CSC 
Take that off the table. 


Guy Moekowski -Soft Merriif Lynch ■ Analyst 

Okayv that Is completely fair. Mortgage origination you alluded to better spreads obviously, and maybe you could just give us a little bit more color 
of how that came through.Beouse It certainly does look like they improved meanirtgfuVy given how the reversue evolved versus last quarter versus 
the origination volumes. 


Jemie DItnon-JPWorjon Oyasei Company- Chairman &CS0 

They were several hundred toilBon dollars higher than what we would call normal for a whole bund) of difterenl reasons, Including HARP, 
supply/demand,the price at which Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac are securitizing thir>gs.Solwouid expect that to normaUz'e overtime. 
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From: Dimon, Jamie <jamie.dimon@jpmchase.coin> 

Sent: Fri, 11 May 2012 09:07:24 GMT 

To: 

CC: Will, Kathleen <1CATHLEEN.WILL@jpmchase.com> 

Subject: Fw: 10-Q call - Buyside and sellside comments (2) 


From: Youngwood, Sarah M 

Sent: Thursday, May 10, 2012 10:31 PM 

To: Dimon, Jamie; Braunstein, Douglas; Drew, Ina; Staley, Cutler, Stephen M; Evangelist!, Joseph; Lemkau, Kristin 
C; Miller, Judith B. 

Cc: Investor Relations 

Subject: 10-Q call - Buyside and sdtside comments (2) 

Here is the balance of calls for the evening. All calls returned. See below regarding comments. We have also left 
messages to the extent we couldn't connect (see bottom of mail). 

For reference, we had 3,248 people on the webcast and 4,543 people on the telephone lines. A total of 7,791 people on 
the call. 

Betsy Graseck - Morgan Stanley - Sellside 

• Appreciate Jamie's public apology 

■ How long wilt it take to unwind the trades? 

• Why not offset the whole thing with unrealized gains in the AFS book? 

• Is this something that happened in the month of April? Did you become aware of this while closing your books 
or was this something you were aware of in the first quarter? 

• What was the sequence of the events? 

■ Why did you go back to the old model? 

• Whatcanyou pointtointermsofmarketmovements? 

• Can we approximate the size of your position based on the losses? 

• Anyone in particular that is putting on these types of trades in? How did this happen? 

• Will you still do your buybacks? 

• Please detail changes in Basel III 

Glenn Schorr- Nomura 

• Everyone should give up on trying to figure what the trades are 

• There weren't any issues with credit in the market Why the bigloss? 

• The loss was not that big in the grand scheme of things so why have a call on it? 

• I want to understand for intellectual reasons what happened 

• Obviously notabout the P&l impact and thecapital ratio impact 

• One of the few companies that trades on a premium willnow lose some of that premium 

• So nothing gets changed for Q1 except VaR and Bill Tier 1? 

• This is just something you found in your internal risk management, right? 

Andrew Marquardt - Evercore - Sellside 

• is this something we should be concerned about in terms of the «^lture and risk management across the firm? 

• Is this just a strategy gone wrong? On the wrong side of a trade? 

• Is this a red flag for regulators? Are the regulators now going to review your controls? 
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• Can you explain what happened in terms of reducing the credit protection? What was the strategy? What was 
the change? 

• Any impact on buybacks? 

• Anything else in the Qthat changed? 

• Thought it was a good Cali; appreciate the conversation beingupfront, the JPMorgan way 

Guy Moszkowski -- 8ACML- Sellslde 

• Thank you for the public apology 

• What does the repositioning of hedges mean? 

• Is the $1276 of derivative disclosure related to the $2B losses? 

• How sweeping are the changes not just in mode! but in personnel? 

• Did you restate the 12/31 VaR? 

• Did Jamie say that the old model was inadequate? 

• Can you continue to do buybacks? Any updates to that? What about the Fed? They just issued $12-Sl5B in 
buybacks. Are they going to rescind their authorization? 

• The 20 bps decline in Basel ill, was that related to the stressed VaR? 

• Is it fair to say that if you had suffered theses losses in the IB you wouldn't have had this call but because this 
was in CIO and you were so far off guidance that you felt you had to have this call? 

• This will look like prop trading to a lot of people; already had Senator Levin on the tapes saying this is why 
Voicker has to be in place; not good from a Washington stand point 

• Embarrassment for JPMorgan but worst for GS and the industry because of the timing of the whole Voicker rule 

• Jamie was clearly falling on his sword - very noble 

Richard Ramsden - GS - Seiiside 

• Restated VaR. On what? 

• Change in VaR must be because you changed your risk model correct? 

• So you want from a standard model to an advanced model and the model didn't work as you thought? 

• You didn't give disclosure on your position. Does that mean your position Is still open? 

• You must have considerable gains in that portfolio as well correct? 

• Are you disclosing this because the auditors thought you should or you thought you should? Was this your 
decision? 

• Did this have to do with all the articles Bloomberg has written? 

• Did this hedge have to do with tail-risk? Would have thought you would have made money; unless you were 
reducing the hedge? 

• Are there going to be other type of effects? 

• Does this Impact the buyback program? 

• The impact doesn't really change anything; don't think it was that big; don't think it changes the earnings power 
and doesn't impact the capital return story; financially, don't think it was a big deal 

• Problem is that people don't expect this from you 

Jim Mitchell- Buckingham Research -Sellslde 

• Was this set up to hedge your previous hedges? 

• Was it meant to hedge your AFS portfolio from tail risk? 

• Why would the VaR change retroactively? In light of this situation, you re-evaluated the prior model? 

• What does it mean when you say "not monitored well"? 

• This was not related at all to the IB correct? 

• When were these positions put on? 

• Did the fourth quarter number changed? 

Marty Mosby-Guggenheim-Sellside 

• Please confirm this was mark-to-market 

• This was in the corporate division correct? Not related to clients? 
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• Can you give details on your hedge? 

• Is CIO taking proprietary positions? What do you mean by excess liabilities? 

• Was this related to hedge ineffectiveness? 

• What was the core thing that you were trying to hedge? 

• Have you given the principal outstanding related to the position? 

Jeff Harte - Sandler O'Neil - Sellslde 

• How profitable has the portfolio been? 

• Why shouldn't we be concerned about all of JPMorgan’s risk management? 

• Was the Jist of this that you hedged the portfolio, had the hedges for a long time and you were trying to take 
the hedges off? 

• Can you still buyback stock? 

• Is it fair to assume this is new guidance? Does this contradict guidance you had given before? 

• What was the $78+ of unrealized gains? 

• is this related to a hedge being ineffective? 

• Would the gains or losses show up in the P&L? 

• How has the reaction been so far? 

Dan Marchon - Raymond James - Sellside 

• What is a synthetic credit portfolio? 

• On the call, Jamie had mentioned that these were trading losses, but then in the lOQ the language was 
different, is that the same thing as mark-to-market? 

Ben Hesse - Fidelity - Buyside 

• Over the Easter weekend we spoke and you said there was no losses related to this 

• Have a lot of contacts in Washington who said this is going to be a big deal for Volcker; need to manage this in 
DC because the hit there is going to be a lot bigger than the hit on earnings 

Greg Wachsman - Lord Abbett - Buyside 

• Is the $26 realized or unrealized? 

• So from my understanding it sounds like you're managing exposure at the top of the house, and then you have • 
some repositioning and re-hedging of the portfolio -can you go over it again what transpired because I need to 
better understand what happened? 

• Synthetic credit portfolio - what is that? Is that CDS? What does that entail? 

• What did he mean when he said, "it could be another billion on top of that"? 

• Can you quantify the absolute long-term loss? 

• Do you know what the notional loss amount was? 

• The VaR changed from $67mm to Sl29mm - can you talk about the model behind it? 

• Was this a hedge or prop trading? 

• Any capital plan changes? 

• Since it wasn't that material, why did you guys host the call? 

Matthew Antle - Putnam investments - Buyside 

• When you gave your Basel ill hit, did you consider the multiplier effect? 

• Soc Gen had to adjust their VaR even higher after their rogue trading incident -is this considered rogue trading? 

• Did the Fed confirm that you can continue to do share repurchase? 

Jeff Busconi - Viking - Buyside 

• What does the S67mm in VaR represent in the restated supplement? 

• Is the real problem in the marking ofthe position? Was itmismarked, or did it move against you? 

• Why did you come out and do this call? It seems like to numbers aren't that big, "I'd say the $800mm loss is 
immaterial." All the dealers on the Street know what the position is, and my guess is other people would know 
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what the position is before long. Seems like you've exacerbated the Issue. Most of the dealer community is 
aware of the positions 

• What are the changes you've made in risk management? 

• How is the CIO office actually structured? Does the CIO report to Jamie? 

• Was part of the losses an adjustment to your mark? 

• There are probably other counterparties on the other side of the trade if these aresynthetic that are aware of 
the position. And, I'd guess the dealer community Is aware of the posib’on as welt. It must be a pretty big 
notional amount to have lost $2B in a short amount of time. $2B is not large relative to your balance sheet, but 
it is big in the context of tranches. 

Bill Rubin - Blackrock - Buyside {e-mail} 

This note further below from Ed Najarian says it alL 
iVe spoken with several of our team members at Bladcrod<. 

Please forward the following comments to executive management if you deem appropriate. 

We are very disappointed by this turn in events, not so much by the size of the loss, but more by the bad 
stumble in risk management/controls. 

Major reputation and sentiment hit, damaging. 

Stepping up and coming clean, mea culpa, was the right thing to do. Appreciated. 

We expect aggressive response on 4 fronts; 

1) As smoothly as possible exiting riskiest remaining positions with least amount of further damage to balance 
sheet and inc statement, and fixing poticies/procedures/risk controls,.. .as Jamie Dimon discussed. 

2) Offsets... are tax implications from reaping further securities gains really that prohibitive? 

3) Yet another look at cost reductions where possible/feasible...especially with weaker capital markets revenues 
in 2Q and likely 2H12, we believe the cost structure remains too high. We believe JPM's revenue opportunity wil! 
not be hurt by reducing costs further - the company and most of its people are too good to not capture 
opportunities when they arise, and being another -1%2% lighter in costs wilt not materially diminish that 
capability. 

4) Buy back stock more aggressively. For what it's worth, at ~$38 price, we believe P/BV O.Sx, P/TBV l.lx, and 
P/E 7xis stupid cheap. The market capof JPM will be down at least $10 billion tomorrow. If the company can 
truly generate $24 bn in net income in a couple years, any stock repurchase anywhere remotely close to these 
stock prices will be very, very attractive prices indeed. 

Just ideas and suggestions to consider. 

Please forward to executive management if you deem appropriate. 

(Ed Najarian's note below.) 

ISI: JPM - JPM announces $2bQ trading loss 
Company Note; JPMorgan Chase (Buy, $52 PT) 

Maintain Buy; stock over-discountiDg the loss 

*.After the market closed, JPM announced a slightly more than S2bn mark-to-market trading loss in a 
synthetic credit portfolio that was initially designed to hedge global credit exposure. The hedge was initially 
designed to deliver positive revenue in a credit stressed environment. However, a first quarter strategy to reduce 
the hedge was poorly designed, poorly executed, and poorly monitored and have result^ in more than $2bn in 
mark-to-market losses thus ferinlQ. JPM plans to partially ofeetthe loss by reding $lbn of investment 
, securities gains. Thus, the net loss to 2Q EPS thus far is about $800mn after tax or equal to about $0.21 per share. 
Additionally, the loss could grow or shrink over the balance of this quarter and is likely to lead to more earnings 
volatility over the balance of this quarter and next quarter. For example, it is not unreasonable to assume that JPM 
could lose another $lbn on this position. Accordingly, based on this loss and our perception that core trading 
revenue has been weaker than expected thus &r in 2Q, wc are reducing our 2012 EPS estimate by $0.35 from 
S5.05 to $4.70. We are maintaining our 2013 and 2014 EPS estimates at $5.50 and $6.10. We are also maintaining 
our one year price target of $52. 
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* However, JPM stock is now off nearly 7% in after hours trading or about $2.70 per share. We would note 
that with JPM stock off$2.70/sh that represoits about SlObn of lost market cap based on only a $2bn pre-tax 
trading loss. We find it very difficult to imagine that this pooriy structured syndietic credit position will ever lead 
to $ i Obn of cumulative after-tax losses. We would erq)ect the cumulative loss figures to remain significantly 
below that threshold (perhaps in the several billion ddllar range and thus not more than $i per share). 

Additionally, we remind investors that JPM recently recdved approval to repurchase up to $15bn of stock over 
the 12 months from 3/31/12 -3/31/13 and we fiilly expect JPM to use near term weakness in the stock to buy it 
back aggressively. Furthermore, at a current after-hours price of about $38 this stock is yielding 3.2%, 
Accordingly, w'e would advise investors to not sell into tomorrow’s weak JPM stock price. In fact, we would 
regard tomorrow’s weakness as a buying opportunity. 

* While this incident is unfortunate and clearly represents a major error of judgment, risk management, 
and execution within the Chief Investment Office of JPM, we have confidence that JPM will work diligently, 
aggressively, and thoughtfully to resolve it in the best way possible with a focus on minimizing its ^ditional 
damage to shareholder value. Finally, we note that based on this position JPM did revise its 3/31/12 Basel 3 Tier 1 
Common equity ratio to 8.2% from 8.4%. But the company remains well positioned to repurchase significant 
amount of stock and surpass a 9.5% Basel 3 threshold by the end of 2013. 

Voicemails {calls returned; left vm; will connect tomorrow) 

• Sellside: Thang To (iSl junior), John Dunn/Marc Lombardo (Meredith Withney), Paul Miller (FBR) 

• Buyside; Kush Goel (Neuberger), Dick Manuel (Columbia), Bill Auslander (Alliance Bernstein), Patrick Hughes 
(Olayan), Ryan Long (Chesapeake), Jay Mai (Glenview), Ryan Lentel! (Manulife), John Baidi (Clearbridge), Ravi 
Chopra/Jeff Barnes (Samlyn), Greg Anderson (UBS AM) 

Sarah 


Sarah Youngwood ! Managing Dirertor ] Head of Investor Relations i JPMorgan Chase Co. | 
270 Park Avenue, New York, NY 10017 i T: 212 622 6153 } F: 212 270 16481 
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Operator: Please stand by. We are about to begin. This call is being recorded. Your Hues will be muted for the 
duration of the call. Please stand by. 

At tbi.t! time, I would like to turn the call over to JPMorgan Chase's Chairman and CEO, Jamie Dimon. Mr. Dimon, 
please go ahead. 


Jamie Dimon 


Operator, thank you. Good afternoon, everybody. I would like to thankyou all for joining on short notice. I want to 
update you on a few items that we have in our just filed lO-Q. 

Specifically, we had given prior guidance that Corporate — that net income in the Corporate segment — notice it's 
not the corporation, it's one of the segments - ex Private Equity and litigation would be approximately plus or 
minus $200 million. This includes the CIO's overall performance. 

We currently estimate this number to be minus $800 million after-tax. This change is due to two items, both in 
CIO this quarter - I'm going to get back to give you pre-tax numbers now -- slightly more than $2 billion trading 
loss on our synthetic credit positions and a $1 billion of securities gain, largely on the sale of credit exposures. 

I want to remind you that CIO has over $200 billion in its investment portfolio and unrealized gains as of March 
30th of $8 billion. CIO manages all its exposures in total as a whole, and it doesn't in light of the Firm’s total 
requirements. 

We are also amending a disclosure in the first quarter press release about CIO's VAR, Value-at-Risk. We'd shown 
average VAR at 67. It will now be 129. In the first quarter, we implemented a new VAR model, which we now 
deemed inadequate. And we went back to the old one, which had been used for the prior several years, which we 
deemed to be more adequate. The numbers I just gave are effective March 30th, the first quarter. 

Regarding what happened, the synthetic credit portfolio was a strategy to hedge the Firm's overall credit exposure, 
which is our largest risk overall in its trust credit environment. We're reducing that hedge. But in hindsight, the 
new strategy was flawed, complex, poorly reviewed, poorly executed and poorly monitored. The portfolio has 
proven to be riskier, more volatile and less effective than economic hedge than we thought. 

What have we done? We've had teams from audit, legal, risk and various control functions all from corporate 
involved in an extensive review of what happened. We have more work to do, but it's obvious at this point that 
there are many errors, sloppiness and bad judgment. I do remind you that none of this has any thin g to do with 
clients. 

We've had many lessons learned and we've already changed some policies and procedures, as we've gone along. In 
addition, you should know that all appropriate corrective actions vnll be taken, as necessary, in the future. Most 
important, some of our best talent from across the company, particularly traders and risk managers, are fully 
engaged in helping to manage the portfolio. 


FACTSET: callstreet 

.1-877-FACTSET vvww.calistfeet.com 


z 

Copyright © 2001-2012 FactSet CallStreet, LLC 



944 


JPMorgan Chase & Co. m ^ Raw Transcript 

Business Update Call lO-May-2012 

The portfolio still has a lot of risk and volatility going forward. So how are we going to manage that? So, number 
one, we're going to manage it to maximize the economic value for shareholders. What does that mean? It means 
that we're not going to do something stupid. We're willing to hold as long as necessary inventory, and we're willing 
to bear volatility. 

Therefore, the volatility for the rest of this quarter and next quarter or so will be high. It could cost us as much as 
$1 billion or more. Obviously, we’re going to work hard to have that not be a negative at all. But it is risl(y, and it 
vdll be for a couple of quarters. 

Clearly, markets' and our decisions will be a critical factor here. HopehiUy, this will not be an issue by the end of 
the year, but it does depend on the decisions and the markets — the decisions we make in the markets we have. 

However unfortunate this event is, I do want to put this in perspective. One of the reasons we keep a fortunate 
balance sheet is to handle surprises, although this is not the kind of surprise we wanted to have. Our Basel I ratio 
will stay very strong and it doesn't change at all as a result of — March 31 result is, our Basel III ratio, which 
remembers a rough estimate anyway will be amended down to 8.2% from 8.4% effective March 30. We will 
hoAveyer in the future continue to meet our very conservative targets for both Basel I and Basel III. 

While we don't go -- I also want to say, while we don’t give overall earnings guidance and we are not confirming 
current analyst estimates, if you did adjust current analyst estimates for the loss, we still earned approximately $4 
billion after-tax this quarter give or take. 

Neither of these things absorbs us from blame. So speaking for the Senior Management team and myself, while we 
can’t assume you we won't mistakes, we will - we can assure you we are going to try not to. These were grievous 
mistakes, they were self inflicted, we were accountable and we happened to violate our own standards and 
principles by how we want to operate the company. This is not how we want to run a business. 

We vrill discuss all these matter and more and in fulsome detail on our second quarter analyst call and we are 
going to take some questions on this call. I do want to tell you now we are not going to take questions about 
specific risk positions, strategies or specific people. 

Finally, however unfortunate incident is, we will do what we always do, we admit it, we will leam from it, we will 
fix it, we will move on, hopefully in the end, it will.make us a better company. We are business to serve clients and 
nothing here distracts all the great things that our 203,000 employees around the world do every day for our 
clients. and communities. 

So thank you for spending a little time with us and we'll be happy to take a few minutes of questions. 
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QUESTION AND ANSWER SECTION 


Operator: Your first question is from Glenn Schorr with Nomura. 


Glenn Schorr 


Q 


Hi thanks. Just curious on when this was caught, if it wasn't caught internally or caught by a regulator when you 
update the regulators, when you talk to the rating agencies, just curious on how all inner workings works? 


Jamie Dimon 

You should assume that we try to keep our readers update about what we know and when we know it and it's just a 
constant practice of the company. And when I said, it was caught, we started dig into this more and more, most of 
things were bearing big losses in the second quarter. And of course, when you start to see something like that you 
act probably - obviously we shouldhave acted sooner. 



Glenn Schorr 


Q 


So I am not clear when did the losses accumulate? In other words was this something that happened most recently 
or this was an era in the past and is just updating your risk amount now? 


Jamie Dimon 

There were small ones in the first quarter, but real ones that we talked about the $2 billion were all in the second 
quarter. And it kind of grew as the quarter went on. And obviously it got our attention, that and other things, 
which come to our attention. 


Glenn Schorr 

Got it. Okay, thanks, Jamie. 

Jamie Dimon 

You are welcome. 

Operator: Your next question is from Guy Moszkowski with Bank of America Merrill Lynch. 

Jamie Dimon 

Hey, Guy. Guy? 


Q 


A 


A 


FACTSET'.callstreet 4 

1-877-FACTSET www.callstreetcom Copyright © 2001-2012 FactSet CallStreet, LLC 



946 


JPMorgan Chase & Co. /JPM; 3 Raw Transcript 

Business Update Cali ■!0-May-20'!2 

Operator: Guy, your line is open. Please make sure that your line is not muted. There is no response from Guy. 
So we will move to the next question, that question is from Matt Burnell with Wells Fargo Securities. 


Matthew Burnell 


Q 


Good afternoon, Jamie. Just two interrelated question, does this change your capital plan for 2012, or does this 
have any effect of the regulatory plan that submitted earlier this year to the regulators? 


Jamie Dimon 


A 


No. I do want to say one other thing that a lot of us have analysis week, buy-side and sell-side and we feel terrible 
because we obviously knew a lot but because of FD we couldn't say anything. So on behalf of all of the JPMorgan 
people who did that and I personally know that it*s the [indiscernible] this week we do obviously apologize for 
that. 


Matthew Burnell 


Q 


Thank you. 


Operator: Your next question is from Moshe Orenbucb with Credit Suisse. 


Moshe Orenbuch Q 

Great, thanks. Was that - the i billion of securities gain you said was related to that coming out of CIO was that 
part of the same reduction and could you talk a little bit about the process of land of mitigating the risk of the 
balance of the next couple of quarters? 


Jamie Dimon 

Yeah, we wanted to reduce our overall credit exposure and there were APS securities in CIO gains we sold those 
and took gains. 

Moshe Orenbuch Q 

And in terms of the process of getting the exposure down over the next several quarters, I mean can you talk a 
little bit about -- about howthat... 



Jamie Dimon 

We’re going - we have the top teams invoh^ed we’ve reviewed a couple of - probably a couple of times a day at this 
point and I've always said that the principle wise how we're going to do that Maximize economic value, volatility 
obviously you can lose more money and I mean I can repeat it five times but that's what we're going to do. 
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Moshe Orenbuch 

Q 

Okay, thanks. 


Jamie Dimon 

A 

Yeah, 


Operator: Your next question is from Matt O’Connor with Deutsche Bank. 

Jamie Dimon 

A 

Hi, Matt. 


Matthew O'Connor 

Q 


Hi. I hope this is another stupid question but I guess when I sit back and I think about the earnings power and all 
the moving pieces of your company my first thought is on a net basis $i billion I guess 1 still like the message 
maybe it’s worst than what the numbers are and I’m trying to better understand you know why you felt like you 
need to disclose it in the Q, wbat’s - because last quarter you had 2.5 billion of litigation and you absorbed that 
then some. 


Jamie Dimon 

A 

Yeah. 


Matthew O'Connor 

Q 

So it just seems like... 


Jamie Dimon 

■ A 

No, it's a very good question and that fact is, first of all - we've already said it could get worse and it's been going 
on for a httle bit, unfortunately. That's number one. Number two is, so soon afier the end of the first quarter when 
we basically gave you different kind of guidance. 

number three just what to tell you what we know, we’re not telling its worse, not could I completely agree 
what you said. It's not going to stop us to building a great company. But it's unfortunate and of course it’s going to 
raise questions and we just want to answer those as best we can. 

IVlatthew O'Connor 

Q 

Okay. Thank you. 
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Operator: Your next question is from John McDonald with Sanford Bernstein. 

John McDonald . 

Q 

Yes. 


Jamie Dimon 

A 

Hi, John. 


John McDonald 

Q 


Yeah. Hi, Jamie. So just - while we have you, did - was there any other items in the Q that changed in terms of 
your o utlook not having any chance to go through it yet? 

Jamie Dimon 

I don’t know it they were running it on CNBC, the litigation and potential future, but I think it was like almost the 
same number from the past. And I think most of the guidance was approximately the same, right? 

■ ' A 



A little bit of guidance around the investment bank trading and... 

Jamie Dimon 

Right, okay. 

And mortgage margin? 

John McDonald 

Okay. No, change on your expense. You're still looking to keep you adjusted at the 49 billion this year? 

Jamie Dimon . ' / 

There was ~ yeah, there was no comment in there at all. 


A 


A 


Q 


A 
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John McDonald 

Okay. So we should assume you're still shooting for that? 

t- 

Jamie Dimon 

Well, of course. Yeali. But that can change too, butyes. 
John McDonald 


Q 


A 


Q 


Okay. And then, any - too early to kind of Just think about a broader rethinking of CIO and how it's structured or 
how you managed the risk that you’re looking to hedge there. Is it too early on that or any comments just from a 
big picture there? 


Jamie Dimon 


A. 


Yeah, so all -- remember all banks have fairly big - all banks have portfolio and big banks have basically large 
portfolios. You have to invest excess cash, have invested around the world in deposits and remember the CIO has 
done a great job for a long extended period of time. This was a unique thing we did and obviously it had a lot of 
problems and we are changing appropriately as we are getting our hands around it, but w'e are going to have a CIO 
who is going to have talented people there, continue to do what they've always done, 


John McDonald 


Q 


Okay. And a last thing, the $800 million for this quarter, that's only for this quarter, you are not talking about 
continuing we will see on the future quarters but that’s just for this quarter right. 


Jamie Dimon 

It's this quarter currently. So we were telling you, there is going to be a lot of volatility here and could easily get 
worse this quarter or better, but could easily get worse and the next quarter we also think we have a lot of volatility 
next quarter. I am not going to update about number changes a lot. We are not going to make calls every time the 
number moves around, by $0.5 billion. 


John McDonald 

Q 

Okay. Thanks. 


Jamie Dimon 

A 

Okay. Yes. 


Operator: Your next question is from Bill Rubin from BlackRock. 
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Bill Rubin 


Q 


Yes. I don't know if this was asked or ranched [ph] yet, but this doesn't change anything with the c-core [ph] 
capital plan or the buyback capability at all, does it? 


Jamie Dimon 


A 


I don't think so because our capital is strong, we are going to meet all our commitments, we can handle highly 
stressed environment, so no, we don't think so. 


BiU Rubin 

So you can be in the market tomorrow after this? 

Jamie Dimon 


Q 


A 


I believe so. 

BiU Rubin 

Okay. Thanks. 

Jamie Dimon 

My general counsel is sitting right here, so he would have kicked me if I was wrong. 

Bill Rubin 

Thank you. 

Operator: Your next question is from Guy Moszkowski with Bank of America Merrill Lynch. 

Guy Moszkowski 

Hi hopefully this will work better. 

Jamie Dimon 

Hey Guy, did you hear my little apology? 


Q 


A 


Q 


Q 


A 
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Guy Moszkowski 

No, I didn't. But I didn't hear anything for a few minutes. So — but, thank you. 

Jamie Dimon 


Q 


A 


I apologize. When you were here, I knew you were here and I didn’t have — obviously I couldn't tell you about this 
and, of course, I feel terrible about that. 


Guy Moszkowski 


Q 


Well, that's okay. Thank you. Listen, I'd really like to understand what type ~ why you felt that you needed to add 
this kind of synthetic credit exposure? Were you... 


A 


Jamie Dimon 

Okay. 

Guy Moszkowski Q 

Were you not esteemed that you had enough exposure through core lending businesses; and what was going on? 

Jamie Dimon ^ 

Exactly. The original premise of the synthetic credit exposure was to hedge the company in a stress credit 
environment. Our largest exposure is credit across all forms of credit. So we do look at the fet tails that would 
affect this company. That was the original proposition for this portfolio. 

In re-hedging the portfolio, I've already said, it was a bad strategy. It was badly executed. It became more 
complex. It was poorly monitored. We don't - obviously, we don't have to do anything like this at all, if we don't 
want. And I understand you can ask that question. So I don't want to give you specifics because weVe already said 
we're not going to talk about the actual positions or anything like that. 


Guy Moszkowski 


And, Jamie, the $i billion that you referred to in your prepared remarks about — of incremental loss potential, is 
that the max that you envision above and beyond this sort of net $800 million... 


Jamie Dimon 

No. 


Q 

al, is 

-A 
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Guy Moszkowski 


Q 


... after-tax number? 


Jamie Dimon 


A 


No. That is - I said the volatility could easily be that. Obviously, it could be worse than that. WeTe going to 
manage this for economics. Hopefully, by the end of the year, it's the hope that this won t be a sigmficant item for 
us. We want to maximize the economic value of these positions and not panic to do anything stupid. Therefore, 
we're willing to hear volatility. 


Guy Moszkowski 


Q 


And the final question is how liquid do you view these exposures as being? In other words, granted you don't want 
to, you know, make economically sOly decisions and just cut it off right here, but how easy would it be for you to 
exit completely and just call it a day and be done with it? 


Jamie Dimon 

I think, I have already said, I am not going to talk about specific risk positions at all. 


Guy Moszkowski 

Okay, I am not asking specific positions just liquidity. 

Jamie Dimon 


A 


Q 


A 


. Yet, you are getting specific. We will do what we have to do to maximize the shareholder value. We've got to stay in 
power and we are going to use it 


Guy Moszkowski 

Okay, fair enough. And thanks very much and thanks for putting me back in the queue. Appreciate it. 
Operator; Your next question is from Brennan Hawken with UBS. 


Q 


Brennan Hawken 


Q 


Hi. Just kind of curious to the extend that you can comment, if you — if the regulators are aware of this and 
whether there has been any regulatory response, if there is heaven forbid any kind of vocal related implications on 
this matter? 
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Jamie Dimon 


A 


I think you should assume, I can answer this lOO times, you should assume that we keep our regulators up to date. 
That is a policy of the company. Sometimes you don’t give them great information, we don’t have great 
information. You ran assume they are up to date. They will take their own point of view on this. 

Brennan Hawken 

Okay. I just didn't know whether they made 

Jamie Dimon 



We always said, this violates our principles whether or not it violates Volcker principles and you know we want to 
rim and budd a great company. We do believe we need to have the ability to hedge in a CIO type position and that 
Volcker allows that. This trading may not violate the Volcker rule but it violates the diamond principle. 


Brennan Hawken 


Q 


Okay. And you had mentioned that this was a new strategy that you had decided to exit, is it possible for you to let 
know how new that strategy was? 


Jamie Dimon 


A 


Not new, it was the - 1 said new but what I meant is it was the strategy to reduce the credit hedge. So it’s kind of a 
new strategy was devised. And as I already said it was poorly constructed and poorly monitorial that and that’s the 
place over die course of less couple of months. 


Brennan Hawken 


Q 


And the implication I guess might have been that there was all this fresh speculation about certain trading 
individuals out of London where some staff fairly new that came into execute this new or this some of this new 
an^e and are those folks no longer in that that's been retriggered I think you said, right? 


Jamie Dimon 


A 


No, no nothing new folks a little bit to do vdth the Oracle the press so it was somewhat related to that it's obviously 
more than that but somewhere related to that. And I also think we acted a little too defensively to that. 


Brennan Hawken 

Okay, thanks for the color. 


Q 
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Operator: Your next question is from Mike Mayo with Credit Agricole Securities. 

Mike Mayo 

Hi. 

Jamie Dimon 

Hi. 

Mike Mayo 


Q 


A 


Q 


How much of the $2 billion trading loss is due to terrible execution which you mentioned versus the environment 
you seem to be implying none of this is due to the environment? 


Jamie Dimon 

No, no I'm sorry. I think in hindsight their strategy that execution obviously the en^^^onment because these are 
mark to market positions. So obviously that. I just don't want to make excuses and start talking about market and 
di'slocational stuff like that because that's truly just an excuse. 


Mike Mayo 


Q 


And so would this be a JPMorgan specific issue or is there a chance to others also have some losses on similar 
positions? 


Jamie Dimon 

I don't know just because we are stupid doesn't mean everybody else was. I have no idea what the people are 
doing. 



Mike Mayo 


Q 


And just in real simple terms in six weeks you lost $2 billion so - and as simple as 3rou can simple it what went 
wrong? 


Jamie Dimon 


A 
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You already mentioned, there're huge moves in the market place, is a — we made this position more complex. The 
strategy was barely executed, barely monitoted. And like 1 repeated 800 times, I'm not going to get into too more 
specifics than that. 


Mike Mayo 

And you mentioned... 


Q 


Jamie Dimon 

But Mike, we will be — 1 
needs and ours. 

Mike Mayo 


A 

already said, at the end of the quarter we will be talking more about this to satisfy your 

' 'q 


And you - can you say what recon [jjh] this was done and you're not going to disclose any of that? 


Jamie Dimon 

Global. 


A 


Mike Mayo 


Q 


Global. And what caused you to change the VaR model in the first place? I mean you had something that was 
working and you changed it. 


■"T 

Jamie Dimon 


A 


There are constant changes and updates to models, always trying to get them better than they were before. That js 
an ongoing procedure. 


Mike Mayo 


Q 


And this is kind of sensitive, but you've — probably just helping the company of having — being great risk 
managers and this is mistake and you'll — as you say, you'll learn from that. But is there any sense that the mistake 
made in the CIO office could also be in place where at JPMorgan? 


Jamie Dimon 

Mike, we operate in a risk business and obviously it puts egg on our face and we deserve any criticism we get, so 
feel free to give it to us. We’ll probably agree with you. But we think we run a pretty good company, with pretty 
good risk controls and pretty risk management. We are not in a business where we’re not going to make mistakes; 
we are going to make mistakes. 
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We've always said that, hopefully this small, hopeftiUy few and far between. I m sorry, could never promise you no 
mistakes. This one, we will put in egregious category and I understand full why you or anybody else will question 
us generally. 


Mike Mayo 


And lastly, just one last follow-up. You said you had some smaller losses in the first quarter whether - even in 
retrospect were there any sings that perhaps you should have paid more attention to looking back? 


Jamie Dimon 


A 


Yes. In retrospect, yes. 


Mike Mayo 


Q 


What would those be? 

Jamie Dimon 

Trading losses. 

Mike Mayo 

Okay. So actually... 

Jamie Dimon 

There is some stuff in the newspaper and bunch of other stuff. 
Mike Mayo 
Got it. 


A 


Q 


A 


Q 


Jamie Dimon 

Hindsight is - even in hindsight, it's not 20/20. 
more attention to it. 

Mike Mayo 

AH right. Thank you. 


A 

But with hindsight, yes, obviously, we should have been paying 

Q 
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A 


Chris Kotowski 


Q 


Yeah. Hi. You said that you still have an $8 hillion gain in the AFS securities portfolio. So should we assume that 
that's the combination of some gains and sort of the plain vanilla investment portfoKo securities that you normally 
have and then a negative position here? 


Jamie Dimon 


No. The $8 billion - the synthetic credit is mark-to-market. There are no unrealized gains or losses. The AT 
portfolio is held at cost. The $8 hillion is an unrealized gain in the AFS portfolio. And if you go to our lO-Q, you 
could see exactly where those gains reside as of December 31st. 


Chris Kotowski 

Okay. 


Q 


Jamie Dimon 

Okay. They’re in positions all over from mortgages, etcetera. 


A 


Chris Kotowski 

All right. 

• Jamie Dimon 

And we can take some of those gains... 

Chris Kotowski 

Okay. 

Jamie Dimon 

We can take some of those gains, and we can take them to offset this loss. We can take them because 5 
reduce other exposures. But usually, it's tax inefficient. So we’re very careful about taking gains. 


Q 

A 

Q 


A 
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Chris Kotowski 


Q 


Right. And so when you said this quarter there was $l billion of gains and a $2 biHion trading loss, the $1 billion of 
gains, that was in other portfolios. It had nothing to do with these. 


Jamie Dimon 


No , The $ 1 billion of gains is in the AFS portfolio. On March 31st, it had an $ 8 billion unrealized gain. We realized 
$1 billion of it, bringing it down to $7 billion, but it's higher today than it was then. So it should be something 7- 
plus right now. 


Chris Kotowski 


Q 


Okay. And I have a feeling, I know the answer, but obviously in a skittish world where people are always worked 
about exposures to pigs and all these kinds of things and there is always a feeling that one can rarely get the real 
exposures, is there any way you can draw a box around how big the bread box is and... 


Jamie Dimon 

I've already done that for you, to the extent I am going to do it. 

A 

Chris Kotowski 

Q 

Okay. Thank you. 


Jamie Dimon 

A 

You're welcome. 


Operator: Your next question is from Keith Horowitz with Citigroup. 


Keith Horowitz 



Hey Jamie. Thanks for coming clean on this and I think it's important that you did, I guess the question I really 
had is you are open about the strategy that was poorly monitored, but the real question I guess I had is do you feel 
that the hedge put on, the position put oil, was the intention really to hedge or do you feel like the person you put 
it on, his intention for profits [ph] or to make sure... 


Jamie Dimon 

It’s been on for a long time, it actually made money. I won't talk about what it did, it actually did quite well. It was 
there to deliver a positive result in a quite stressed environment and we feel we can do that and make some net 


A 
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income. And that was - and in the process of changes new environments, new markets and all that, Tve already 
described the outcome. 


Keith Horowitz 


Q 


So we had a stressed environment in terms of credit and so this is where your strategy [ph] didn’t work but you 
feel that as you go back and put money more in quarter back and you look at how the position got so big, do you 
feel that it was done with the intention of trying to hedge the tail risk for JPMorgan? 


Jamie Dimon 


A 


I know it was done vsdth the intention to hedge the tail risk for JPMorgan, but I am telling you, it morphed over 
time and the new strategy which was meant to reduce the hedge overall made it more complex, more risky and it 
was unbelievably ineffective. And poorly monitored and poorly constructed and poorly reviewed and all that. 


Keith Horowitz 


Q 


okay. The other thing on that is you had guidance of 200 million per quarter for corporate and its mostiy for 2012 
but as you kind of think longer term for that business line is that a business line you still think will continue to 
make money or is this kind of meant to be more just hedge... 


Jamie Dimon 


A 


It's not a business line for the most part it is net corporate expenses which move around we always pve you what 
we think that number is going to be so you can put in your models. And it's the net income that is not allocated ' 
from CIO's portfolio to the businesses. The net income from CIO's portfolio is allocated on the consistent basis 
and this is the net residual space here. There are also other things in corporate that run through this. You know 
there'is just a lot of things that run through corporate. So as you know the 200 million was its kind of a guidance 
that bounce around overtime. 


Keith Horowitz 


Q 


And then the last question is I guess when you thought about the business when you took over and you thought 
about this corporate line business is going to shape up investment office do you feel like the mandate has changed 
over the last five years or do you feel that the mandate is still the same as it vvas five years ago? 


Jamie Dimon 

You know a little change I mean first of all when we got here remember the portfolio went from $150 billion to 
300 there were a lot of cash coming in which we had to invest. And we did — I think we improved - I read 
somewhere that we made it more aggressive I wouldn't call more aggressive I would call better which we added 
different types of people, talented people and stuff like that. That is what we were supposed to do. We will manage 
that fixed income portfolio to maximize the returns to the shareholders and we've been very, very careful. So look 
at all the things we’ve done we've been very careful. So if you look at all of the things we've done, we’ve been very 
careful and, I think, quite successful. And this is obviousty not in that category. 
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Keith Horowitz 

Okay. TTiank you. 


Q 


Jamie Dimon 


A 


All right. I should point out to all the folks on the phone, you could see - you can go to the lo-Q and see what 
people have those portfolios. And some banks do some things and some do others, but to invest it in actual [ph] 
deposits, you buy securities. That's been going on for lOo years in banldng. 


Operator: [Operator Instructions] Your next question is from Nancy Bush with NAB Research. 

Jamie Dimon 

Hey, Nancy. 

Nancy Bush 

Good afternoon. Ob^dously, Jamie, the timing of this could not be much worse. And I kind of go back to the 
Volcker issue. If Dick Durbin stands on the floor of the Senate tomorrow and says this is why we need the Volcker 
Rule, what’s your replay? 

Jamie Dimon 

It is very unfortunate. But the fact of it is this does not change analyses, facts, detailed argument. It, is very 
unfortunate. It plays right into all the hands of a bunch of pundits out there, but that’s like not to do with that. 

Nancy Bush 

Okay. Thank you 

Operator; There are no further questions at this time. 

Jamie Dimon 

Folks, thank-you very much. We're sorry to have to call you on a short notice for some thin g like this, but we 
appreciate you taking the time. Thank you. 

Operator: Thank you for participating in today's teleconference. At this time, you may now disconnect. 



A 
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This Report summarizes the review of the JPMorgan Chase & Co. (“IPMorgan” or the 
“Firm”) Management Task Force regarding the losses incurred in 2012 b}' the Firm’s Chief 
Investment Office (“CIO”).’ These observations are based on a review conducted by the Task 
Force and its legal advisors, which has included a significant number of interviews of current and 
former IPMorgan employees, and an examination of millions of documents and tens of 
thousands of audio files. The Task Force has shared and discussed these observations with the 
Review Committee established by the Board of Directors (the “Board”) as well as the full Board. 
1. Executive Summary 

This Report addresses three basic questions. First, it addresses what happened by 
describing the trading strategies and activities that in 2012 led to large losses in a portfolio 
managed by CIO (the “Synthetic Credit Portfolio”). Second, the Report addresses how it 
happened by offering observations about the flaw'ed trading strategies, lapses in oversight, 
deficiencies in risk management, and other shortcomings this incident has highlighted. Finally, 
the Report addresses where the Firm is now by summarizing the comprehensive remedial 
measures the Firm has undertaken in light of the lessons learned. 


' The Task Force was led by Michael Cavanagh, currently co-Chief Executive Officer of the Corporate 
and Investment Bank. 
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A. Summary of Events^ 

The Synthetic Credit Portfolio managed by CIO was intended generally to offset some of 
the credit risk that JPMorgan faces, including in its CIO investment portfolio and in its capacity 
as a lender. The Synthetic Credit Portfolio was composed of both long and short positions in 
credit default swap indices and related instruments.^ 

By late December 201 1, CIO was considering major changes to the Synthetic Credit 
Portfolio, both because senior Firm management and CIO management had a more positive view 
of the economy, and because the Firm was in the midst of an effort to reduce its “risk-weighted 
assets” (“RWA”), in connection with which senior Firm management directed CIO to reduce 
RWA. In particular, CIO was considering reducing the size of the Synthetic Credit Portfolio 
and, as explained afterwards by CIO, also moving it to a more credit-neutral position (a shift 
Ifom its short risk orientation in the fourth quarter of 201 1). CIO was led at this time by the 


^ The description of “what happened” is not a technical analysis of the Synthetic Credit Portfolio or the 
price movements in the instruments held in the Synthetic Credit Portfolio. Instead, it focuses on the 
trading decision-making process and actions taken (or not taken) by various JPMorgan personnel. The 
description of activities described in this Report (including the trading strategies) is based in significant 
measure on the recollections of the traders (and in particular the trader who had day-to-day responsibility 
for the Synthetic Credit Portfolio and was the primary architect of the trades in question) and others. The 
Task Force has not been able to independently verily all of these recollections. 

^ In simple terms, positions in credit default swap indices can be analogized to buying protection similar 
to insurance policies on the credit risk presented by groups of companies. Trader A sells Trader B 
protection (in the form of credit default swaps) against a range of corporate credit events (for example, 
bankruptcy, failure to pay, and/or restmcturing) in exchange for periodic premiums. In this scenario, 
Trader A is said to be “long risk” and Trader B is “short risk.” Unlike most insurance policies, it is 
urmecessary for the buyer of protection to own the underlying credit risk. 
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Firm’s Chief Investment Officer, Ina Drew, and responsibility for implementing these changes 
belonged primarily to her, together with the Synthetic Credit Portfolio’s managers and traders.'' 

CIO initially considered achieving these goals by unwinding some of the positions in the 
Synthetic Credit Portfolio, including certain high-yield short positions. In mid-January, 
however, one of the traders advised Ms. Drew that their unwind efforts had been costly. In 
response, Ms. Drew said that the team might have additional flexibility on the RWA reduction 
mandate, and that the team should be more sensitive to the profit-and-loss impact of their trading 
activities. Thereafter, that trader informed another of the traders who managed the Synthetic 
Credit Portfolio that he was not to wony as much about RWA reduction, and that he should 
instead focus on profits and losses. Around this same time, this latter trader was also directed to 
ensure that the Synthetic Credit Portfolio was well-positioned for future corporate defaults. 

In the ensuing weeks, the traders began to add substantially to their investment-grade 
long positions, and by January 26, the Synthetic Credit Portfolio had a roughly credit-neutral 
position^ (as reflected in a measure called CSW 10%).* By the end of January, the portfolio’s 


* The names of certain UK-based individuals have been excluded from this document in order to comply 
with United Kingdom data privacy laws. 

* It continued to fluctuate thereafter. 

* Credit spread widening of 10% (“CSW 10%’’) is one of several different measurements of how' long or 
short risk a eredit book is. CSW 10% stresses all credit spreads in a book upwardly by 10% and then 
calculates the resulting profit-and-loss effect. This one measure is not determinative of the overall risk 
status of a portfolio as complex as the Synthetic Credit Portfolio. CSW 10% assumes that all spreads on 
all instruments for all maturities change by the same percentage at the same time. CSW 10% ignores the 
historical relationships among various instruments as well as any relationships among them that may be 
inferred from the market, both of which might provide a more realistic risk predictor. In addition, CSW 
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year-to-date, mark-to-market losses were approximately $ 1 00 million. The traders continued to 
add to the investment-grade long positions in February. The concept of “defending” their 
positions may have played a role in these transactions.^ The traders also at this time began to 
add substantial high-yield short positions. The traders hoped that the combined effect of these 
additions would allow them, among other things, to earn premiums (from the addition of the long 
positions); position the Synthetic Credit Portfolio to earn revenues in the event of corporate 
defaults (from the short positions); and potentially prevent RWA from substantially increasing 
(from a combination of both). The losses continued to grow, however: by the end of February, 
the Synthetic Credit Portfolio had experienced an additional $69 million in reported mark-to- 
market losses. 

The traders continued to grow the Synthetic Credit Portfolio throughout much of March. 
In the latter half of the month, the traders concluded that the portfolio remained short 
(notwithstanding the fact that under CSW 10%, it appeared relatively balanced), and they 
therefore significantly added to its long exposure over the course of several days. By the time 
Ms. Drew suspended trading in the portfolio on or about March 23, the traders had significantly 
increased both the overall notional size and the long exposure of the Synthetic Credit Portfolio. 


1 0% doe.s not reflect the impact on a portfolio of a corporate default. The CSW 10% measure is 
explained in more detail in Section IT.D.j. 

^ For an explanation of “defending” positions, see Section II.C.l. 
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The portfolio’s year-to-date mark-to-market losses as of the end of the first quarter of 2012 were 
approximately $718 million.* 

On April 5, Ms. Drew informed the JPMorgan Operating Committee that the Wall Street 
Journal and Bloomberg were planning to run stories about CIO’s trading and specifically about 
one trader, who was referred to in the articles as the “London Whale.” CIO was asked to and did 
provide information and analyses about the Synthetic Credit Portfolio to JPMorgan Chief 
Executive Officer Jamie Dimon, Chief Financial Officer Douglas Braunstein and Chief Risk 
Officer John Hogan. These analyses concluded, in broad terms, that the Synthetic Credit 
Portfolio was generally “balanced,” that the market was currently dislocated, and that mark-to- 
market losses were temporary and manageable. One of the traders in particular expressed 
confidence that mark-to-market prices in the Synthetic Credit Portfolio would “mean revert.”’ 

On an April 13 analyst call, Mr. Dimon agreed with an analyst’s characterization of the publicity 
surrounding the Synthetic Credit Portfolio as a “tempest in a teapot” and Mr. Braunstein stated 
that the Firm was “very comfortable” with its positions. 

The losses in the Synthetic Credit Portfolio, however, increased in the weeks after the 
April 13 earnings call. These losses prompted senior Firm management in late April to direct 

* This figure includes a $155 million liquidity reserve that was taken on certain of the portfolio’s 
position, but does not reflect the additional losses reported in the Finn’s first-quarter restatement 
described in Section II. C. 5. 

’ In this context, the phrase “mean revert” refers to the potential for the prices or correlations of certain 
instalments held in the Synthetic Credit Portfolio to return to their historic average relationships to other 
instalments. 
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non-CIO personnel to review and, ultimately, assume control of the Synthetic Credit Portfolio. 

A team led hy a senior member of Firm-wide Market Risk examined the portfolio, and after 
analyzing, among other things, correlations of the positions and sensitivities under a range of 
market scenarios, the team concluded - and informed senior Firm management - that the 
portfolio faced much greater exposure than previously reported by CIO. The team also found 
that the market’s knowledge of CIO’s positions would make it even more challenging to reduce 
the risks presented by those positions. 

In addition to this risk-related review, in preparation for the filing of its Form 1 0-Q for 
the first quarter of 2012, the Firm undertook a review relating to the valuations of certain 
positions in the Synthetic Credit Portfolio. Based on this review, the Firm concluded that its 
marks at March 31 for the Synthetic Credit Portfolio complied with U.S. Generally Accepted 
Accounting Principles (“U.S. GAAP”). This conclusion was reached in consultation with the 
Finn’s outside auditors, PricewaterhouseCoopers LLP (“PwC”). 

On May 10, the Firm disclosed that there were significant problems with the trading 
strategy for the Synthetic Credit Portfolio. In Mr. Dimon’s words, the strategy was “flawed, 
complex, poorly reviewed, poorly executed, and poorly monitored.” The Firm disclosed that the 
Synthetic Credit Portfolio had incurred slightly more than $2 billion in mark-to-market losses up 
to that point in the second quarter, with the possibility of additional future losses and volatility. 

Shortly after May 10, a Task Force was formed to investigate the causes of the losses. In 
the course of the Task Force’s ensuing work, it became aware of evidence - primarily in the 
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form of electronic communications and taped conversations — that raised questions about the 
integrity of the marks in the Synthetic Credit Portfolio in March 2012. After consulting with 
PwC, the Firm concluded that it was no longer eonfident that the March 3 1 marks reflected 
good-faith estimates of the fair value of all the instruments in the Synthetic Credit Portfolio. 
Accordingly, on July 13, the Firm announced that it would be restating its first-quarter net 
income, to lower it by $459 million. At the same time, the Firm also announced that it had been 
expeditiously reducing risk in the Synthetic Credit Portfolio and that the cumulative year-to-date 
losses through June 30, 2012 had grown to approximately $5.8 billion. 

B. Key Observations 

The Task Force has made five key observations based on its review. These observations 
reflect the Task Force’s view that direct and principal responsibility for the losses lies with the 
traders who designed and implemented the flawed trading strategy. They also reflect the Task 
Force’s view that responsibility for the flaws that allowed Iht losses to occur lies primarily with 
CIO management but also with senior Firm management. 

To this end, and before outlining its Key Observations, the Task Force offers its 
perspective on the roles of some of the Firm’s senior-most managers in these events. In 
particular, the Task Force believes that as the Firm’s Chief Investment Officer, Ina Drew failed 
in three critical areas with respect to the Synthetic Credit Portfolio: first, by failing to ensure that 
CIO management properly understood and vetted the flawed trading strategy and appropriately 
monitored its execution; second, by failing to ensure that the CIO control functions - including 
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the CIO Risk and Finance organizations - were performing well and were providing effective 
oversight of CIO’s trading strategy; and, third, by failing to appreciate the magnitude and 
significance of the changes in the Synthetic Credit Portfolio during the first quarter of 20 1 2, 
including the increases in RWA, size, complexity and riskiness of the portfolio. 

The Task Force also believes that Barry Zubrow, as head of the Firm-wide Risk 
organization before he left the position in January 2012,'° bears significant responsibility for 
failures of the CIO Risk organization, including its infrastructure and personnel shortcomings, 
and inadequacies of its limits and controls on the Synthetic Credit Portfolio. The CIO Risk 
organization was not equipped to properly risk-manage the portfolio during the first quarter of 
2012, and it performed ineffectively as the portfolio grew in size, complexity and riskiness 
during that period. 

As the Firm’s Chief Financial Officer, Douglas Braunstein bears responsibility, in the 
Task Force’s view, for weaknesses in financial controls applicable to the Synthetic Credit 
Portfolio, as well as for the CIO Finance organization’s failure to have asked more questions or 
to have sought additional information about the evolution of the portfolio during the first quarter 
of 2012. This includes the failure by CIO Finance to have sufficiently questioned the size of the 
positions, the increase in RWA notwithstanding the RWA reduction mandate and the Synthetic 

John Hogan, who succeeded Mr. Zubrow as the Firm’s Chief Risk Officer in January 2012, did not 
have sufficient time to ensure that the CIO Risk organization was operating as it should. Nevertheless, 
the Task Force notes that there were opportunities during the first and second quarters of 2012 when 
further inquiry might have uncovered issues earlier. 
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Credit Portfolio’s profit-and-loss performance. And while the Task Force believes that the 
principal control missteps here were risk-related, the CIO Finance organization could have done 
more. That they did not stems, in part, from too narrow a view of their responsibilities - i.e., a 
view that many of the issues related to the Synthetie Credit Portfolio were for the Risk 
organization and not for Finance to flag or address. 

The Task Force’s views regarding Firm Chief Executive Officer Jamie Dimon are 
consistent with the conclusions he himself has reached with respect to the Synthetic Credit 
Portfolio. Mr. Dimon has stated: 

CIO, particularly the Synthetic Credit Portfolio, should have gotten 
more scrutiny from both senior management, and I include myself 

in that, and the Firm-wide Risk control function Make sure 

that people on risk committees are always asking questions, 
sharing information, and that you have very, very granular limits 

when you’re taking risk In the rest of the company we have 

those disciplines in place. We didn’t have it here. 

♦ ♦ ♦ 

These were egregious mistakes. They were self-inflicted, we were 
accountable and what happened violates our own standards and 
principles by how we want to operate the company. This is not 
how we want to run a business. 

As Chief Executive Officer, Mr. Dimon could appropriately rely upon senior managers who 
directly reported to him to escalate significant issues and concerns. However, he could have 
better tested his reliance on what he was told. This Report demonstrates that more should have 
been done regarding the risks, risk controls and personnel associated with CIO’s activities, and 
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Mr. Dimon bears some responsibility for that. Importantly, once Mr. Dimon became aware of 
the seriousness of the issues presented by CIO, he responded forcefully by directing a thorough 
review and an internal program of remediation. Mr. Dimon reports to the Board, and the Board 
will weigh the extent of Mr. Dimon’ s responsibility. 

* * * * * 

The Task Force’s five key observations are summarized as follows: 

First, CIO’s judgment, execution and escalation of issues in the first quarter of 2012 were 
poor, in at least six critical areas: (1) CIO management established competing and inconsistent 
priorities for the Synthetic Credit Portfolio without adequately exploring or understanding how 
the priorities would be simultaneously addressed;” (2) the trading strategies that were designed 
in an effort to achieve the various priorities were poorly conceived and not fully understood by 
CIO management and other CIO personnel who might have been in a position to manage the 
risks of the Synthetic Credit Portfolio effectively; (3) CIO management (including CIO’s 
Finance function) failed to obtain robust, detailed reporting on the activity in the Synthetic Credit 
Portfolio, and/or to otherwise appropriately monitor the traders’ activity as closely as they should 
have; (4) CIO personnel at all levels failed to adequately respond to and escalate (including to 
senior Finn management and the Board) concerns that were raised at various points during the 

” As discussed below, these priorities included (1) balancing the risk in the Synthetic Credit Portfolio, (2) 
reducing RWA, (3) managing profits and losses, (4) managing or reducing VaR, and (5) providing “jump- 
to-default” protection. 
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trading; (5) certain of the traders did not show the full extent of the Synthetic Credit Portfolio’s 
losses; and (6) CIO provided to senior Firm management excessively optimistic and inadequately 
analyzed estimates of the Synthetic Credit Portfolio’s future performance in the days leading up 
to the April 13 earnings call. 

The Task Force has also considered whether compensation might have played a role in 
these matters. Here, the Task Force has concluded that, although the Firm could have done a 
better job in communicating to the traders that they would be fairly compensated 
notwithstanding the eventual wind-down of the Synthetic Credit Portfolio, the Finn’s 
compensation system did not unduly incentivize the trading activity that led to the losses. 

Second, the Firm did not ensure that the controls and oversight of CIO evolved 
commensurately with the increased complexity and risks of CIO’s activities. As a result, 
significant risk management weaknesses developed within CIO that allowed the traders to pursue 
their flawed and risky trading strategies. On this point, the Task Force has concluded that senior 
Firm management’s view of CIO had not evolved to reflect the increasingly complex and risky 
strategies CIO was pursuing in the Synthetic Credit Portfolio; instead, they continued to view 
CIO as the manager of a stable, high-quality, fixed-income portfolio. As a result, they were less 
focused on CIO relative to client-facing businesses, and did not do enough to verify that CIO 
was well managed or that the Firm was fully applying its various risk and other controls to the 
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Synthetic Credit Portfolio’s activities.’^ Compounding the matter, the CIO Finance function 
failed to ensure that its price-testing procedures for the Synthetic Credit Portfolio were being 
properly and rigorously implemented, and that it produced robust reporting and analytics 
regarding the portfolio’s performance and characteristics. More generally, although primary 
responsibility for managing risk lies with the business head and Risk organization, the CFO of 
CIO (like the other members of CIO senior management) missed a number of opportunities 
during the first quarter to meaningfully challenge the trading strategy. 

Third, CIO Risk Management lacked the personnel and structure necessary to manage the 
risks of the Synthetic Credit Portfolio. With respect to personnel, a new CIO Chief Risk Officer 
was appointed in early 2012, and he was learning the role at the precise time the traders were 
building the ultimately problematic positions. More broadly, the CIO Risk function had been 
historically understaffed, and some of the CIO risk personnel lacked the requisite skills. With 
respect to structural issues, the CIO Risk Committee met only infrequently, and its regular 
attendees did not include personnel from outside CIO. As a result, the CIO Risk Committee did 
not effectively perform its intended role as a forum for constructive challenge of practices, 
strategies and controls. Furthermore, at least some CIO risk managers did not consider 
themselves sufficiently independent from CIO’s business operations and did not feel empowered 

The Task Force recognizes that, by the time the Firm’s new Chief Risk Officer was appointed in 
January 2012, separate initiatives were underway both to ensure that appropriate risk management 
practices were in place throughout the Firm, and to review and revamp risk limits within CIO. These 
initiatives came too late to prevent the losses. 
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to ask hard questions, criticize trading strategies or escalate their concerns in an effective manner 
to Firm-wide Risk Management. And finally, the Task Force has concluded that CIO 
management, along with Firm-wide Risk Management, did not fulfill their responsibilities to 
ensure that CIO control functions were effective or that the environment in CIO was conducive 
to their effectiveness. 

CIO Risk Management made a number of key missteps, including failures to (1) review 
the appropriateness of the CIO risk limits used from 2009 to 2012; (2) ensure that the change to 
the CIO Value-at-Risk (“VaR”) mode! for the Synthetic Credit Portfolio in January 2012 was 
appropriate and being properly implemented;’^ and (3) appreciate the significance of the changes 
in the Synthetic Credit Portfolio during early 2012. 

Fourth, the risk limits applicable to CIO were not sufficiently granular. There were no 
limits by size, asset type or risk factor specific to the Synthetic Credit Portfolio; rather, limits in 
CIO were applied only to CIO as a whole. The absence of granular limits played a role in 
allowing the flawed trading strategies to proceed in the first quarter, especially as the positions 
grew in size. 

Fifth, approval and implementation of the new CIO VaR model for the Synthetic Credit 
Portfolio in late January 2012 were flawed, and the model as implemented understated the risks 
presented by the trades in the first quarter of 2012. As discussed in detail in Appendix A, the 

’’ For more information on the issues that were identified by the Task Force with respect to the action 
plans embedded in the CIO VaR model’s approval, see Appendix A below. 
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model suffered from significant operational shortcomings that received inadequate scrutiny by 
CIO Market Risk, the Model Review Group, and the model’s developer in the model approval 
process. Moreover, although the model produced significantly different results from its 
predecessor, the personnel involved in reviewing and approving the new model required only 
limited back-testing. 

C. Remedial Measures 

The Firm has taken comprehensive remedial steps to address deficiencies identified since 
the losses. These include the following: 

First, the Firm has replaced the individuals within CIO responsible for the losses. It has 
terminated the employment or accepted the resignations of the traders and managers who were 
responsible for the trades that generated the losses, and is pursuing the maximum clawback of 
their compensation. It has also accepted Ms. Drew’s retirement, as well as her voluntary 
agreement to return or waive amounts that the Firm otherwise deemed subject to a clawback.’'' 
The Firm has also substantially reduced (in some cases, to zero) the 2012 incentive 
compensation for a number of employees and, in addition to reductions for specific CIO 
employees, has also reduced the 2012 incentive compensation pool for all of CIO. 


Three of the individuals whose employment was terminated also subsequently agreed to the Firm’s 
clawback demands. In addition, as described in Section rV.A.2, the Firm also expanded the existing 
protection-based vesting provisions in certain equity awards to include a specific threshold for CIO. 
These provisions permit the Firm to conduct a review of an employee’s compensation in the event the 
financial results for that employee’s business or (unction fall below a certain threshold and, as 
appropriate, claw back portions of that employee’s compensation. 
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Second, the Firm has appointed a new, experienced CIO leadership team, headed initially 
by Matthew Zames and now by Craig Delany as the new Chief Investment Officer,'^ Marie 
Nourie as the new CIO Chief Financial Officer, and Chetan Bhargiri as the new Chief Risk 
Officer for CIO, Treasury and Corporate. The new leadership team began promptly to reposition 
CIO to focus on its basic mandate, and the Firm also has increased resources for key support 
functions within CIO, including Finance and Risk Management. 

Third, the Firm has adopted a variety of governance measures to improve its oversight of 
CIO, and ensure that CIO is better integrated into the rest of the Firm. For example, the Firm has 
instituted new and robust committee structures within CIO, and has taken steps to enhance the 
Firm’s internal audit coverage of CIO activities and ensure tight linkages among CIO, Corporate 
Treasury and other operations within the Firm’s Corporate sector.’^ The Firm has also integrated 
the existing CIO Valuation Control Group (“VCG”) staff into the Investment Bank’s Valuation 
Control Group. In addition, the Firm has established a CIO Valuation Governance Forum 
(“VGF”) as part of a Firm-wide initiative to strengthen the governance of valuation activities. 
The Firm has also mandated that the CIO Corporate Business Review be conducted with 
increasing frequency, and with the same rigor as similar reviews for the Firm’s client-facing 
lines of business. 

Mr. Delany reports to Mr. Zames, who has been named co-Chief Operating Officer of the Firm. 

The Corporate sector (also referred to as the “Corporate/Private Equity" sector) comprises Private 
Equity, Treasury, Chief Investment Office, and Other Corporate, which includes corporate staff units 
(such as Audit, Finance, Human Resources, and others) and other centrally managed expense. 
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Fourth, the Firm has overhauled the Risk Committee for CIO and enhanced the 
independence of the CIO Risk function. For example, the new CIO Chief Risk Officer’s 
functional reporting practices now conform to his official reporting line; there is no confusion 
about his accountability to the Firm-wide Risk function. His compensation and career 
advancement will be controlled by the Firm Chief Risk Officer, with input about his performance 
from others, as appropriate. CIO’s Risk Committee has been renamed the CIO, Treasury and 
Corporate Risk Committee, and now has broader responsibilities, covering Treasury and 
Corporate functions as well as CIO, and significant representation beyond CIO. The committee 
now meets on a weekly basis. Meetings are chaired by Mr. Bhargiri as the Chief Risk Officer for 
CIO, Treasury and Corporate, and Mr. Zames as the Finn’s co-Chief Operating Officer. 
Attendees also now include other members of senior management, from within and outside of 
CIO. 

Fifth, CIO has implemented more than 200 new or restructured risk limits covering a 
broad set of risk parameters, including geographic and concentration risks. With respect to the 
Synthetic Credit Portfolio in particular, a total of 25 new granular limits were applied in May 
2012, including limits specific to the Synthetic Credit Portfolio and limits measuring geographic 
exposure, credit-type exposure, single-index positions (effectively a notional-type limit), and 
curve shifts and compression. 

Finally, under the guidance of its Chief Risk Officer, the Firm has conducted a 

comprehensive self-assessment of its entire Risk organization and, as a result, has implemented a 
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series of improvements both Firm-wide and within the lines of business. In addition to working 
to improve model development, review, approval, and monitoring, the Firm is reaffirming and, 
where appropriate, revising its market risk limits across all of its lines of business, and has 
already introduced additional granular and portfolio-level limits. It has strengthened the Firm- 
wide limit excession policy to provide for more rapid escalation and a more thorough review. It 
is working to further improve market-risk reporting, and has made substantial enhancements to 
risk reports presented to the Board of Directors’ Risk Policy Committee (“DRPC”).'^ The Firm 
also has restructured its Firm-wide Risk Operating Committee in order to increase focus on 
identifying and implementing best practices across the Firm. Finally, the Firm has enhanced the 
structure of its Risk Governance Committee and established a Firm-wide Risk Committee. 

The Task Force noted that while substantial progress has been made with respect to each 
of these initiatives, the Firm considers the improvement of its risk practices to be a continuing 
exercise and thus, its work in this area is ongoing. 


According to its charter, the DRPC is responsible for oversight of management’s responsibilities to 
assess and manage the corporation's credit risk, market risk, interest rate risk, investment risk, liquidity 
risk and reputation risk, and is also responsible for review of the Firm’s fiduciary and asset management 
activities. 
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II. Key Facts 

A. Relevant Personnel 

The key individuals discussed in this Report include: 

Senior Firm Manasement 

• Jamie Dimon: Mr. Dimon is the Chief Executive Officer and Chairman of 
JPMorgan, Mr. Dimon became CEO on January 1, 2006, and one year later also 
became Chairman of the Board. He was named President and Chief Operating 
Officer upon the Firm’s merger with Bank One Corporation on July 1, 2004. 

• Douglas Braunstein: Mr. Braunstcin was the Chief Financial Officer and a 
member of the Operating Committee'® of JPMorgan between 2010 and the end of 
2012, reporting until July 2012 to Mr. Dimon and thereafter to Mr. Zames. He 
recently stepped down from his role as CFO and currently serves as a Vice 
Chairman of the Firm. Marianne Lake, the former Chief Financial Officer of the 
Firm’s Consumer & Community Banking business, succeeded Mr. Braunstein as 
CFO. 

• John Hogan: Mr. Hogan is the Chief Risk Officer and a member of the 
Operating Committee of JPMorgan, reporting to Mr. Dimon. Mr. Hogan was 


The Operating Committee is the most senior management committee responsible for the major lines of 
business and functions of the Firm. 
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appointed to this position in January 2012, and previously served as the Chief 
Risk Officer for JPMorgan’s Investment Bank since 2006. 

• Barry Zubrow: Mr. Zubrow is the Head of Corporate and Regulatory Affairs. 
He previously served as Chief Risk Officer of JPMorgan. He reported to Mr. 
Dimon from the date he joined the Firm in 2007 until July 2012, when he began 
reporting to Mr. Zames. He served on the Finn’s Operating Committee from 
2007 until October 2012. Mr. Zubrow announced his retirement from JPMorgan 
in October 2012; his retirement is effective February 2013. 

CIO Manaeement and Traders 

• Ina Drew; Ms. Drew was .IPMorgan’s Chief Investment Officer from 2005 until 
May 2012, when she retired from the Firm. She was a member of the Firm’s 
Operating Committee and reported to Mr. Dimon. 

• Other UK-based CIO managers and traders with responsibility for the Synthetic 
Credit Portfolio who are not named in this document due to United Kingdom data 
privacy laws. 

CIO Risk Personnel 

• Irvin Goldman; Mr. Goldman was CIO’s Chief Risk Officer from January 

through mid-May 2012, reporting to Mr. Hogan with “dotted line” reporting to 

Ms. Drew. Prior to becoming Chief Risk Officer, Mr. Goldman had served as 

CIO’s Head of Strategy. He resigned in July 2012. 
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• Peter Weiland: Mr. Weiland was the Head of Market Risk for CIO and the most 
senior risk officer within CIO prior to mid-January 2012, when he began 
reporting to Mr. Goldman. Mr. Weiland resigned in October 2012. From 2009 
until mid-January 2012, Mr. Weiland reported to Mr. Zubrow, with “dotted line” 
reporting to Ms. Drew. From January 2012 until May 2012, Mr. Weiland 
reported to Mr. Goldman. Thereafter, Mr. Weiland reported to Mr. Bhargiri until 
October 2012, 

CIO Finance Personnel 

• John Wilmot; From January 2011 to mid-May 2012, Mr. Wilmot was CIO’s 
Chief Financial Officer, reporting to Ms. Drew, with “dotted line” reporting to 
Mr. Braunstein. Prior to serving as the CFO of CIO, Mr. Wilmot was responsible 
for Bank Owned Life Insurance and JPMorgan Partners Private Equity 
Investments within CIO. Mr. Wilmot has announced his resignation and is 
expected to leave JPMorgan in 2013. 

Other CIO Personnel 

• Other UK-based CIO personnel who were involved at various times with the 
Synthetic Credit Portfolio but who are not named in this document due to United 
Kingdom data privacy laws. 
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Risk Personnel 

• C.S. VenkatakrishnaD: Mr. Venkatakrishnan is the Head of Model Risk and 
Development. Mr. Venkatakrishnan assumed this position in February 2012, and 
reports to Mr. Hogan. Prior to Fehruary 2012, Mr. Venkatakrishnan was the Head 
of Investment Bank Structuring and Pricing Direct. 

• Other UK-hased Risk Personnel who were involved at various times with the 
Synthetic Credit Portfolio hut who are not named in this document for data 
protection purposes. 

B. Overview of CIO and its Functions 

JPMorgan is a global financial services firm and one of the largest banking institutions in 
the United States, with more than 250,000 employees. The Firm had $2.3 trillion in assets and 
$183.6 billion in stockholders’ equity as of December 31, 201 1 . The Firm’s major businesses 
include financial services for consumers and small businesses (including mortgage lending, 
student and auto lending, credit card lending and branch banking), commercial banking, financial 
transaction processing, investment banking and asset management. 

JPMorgan’s businesses take in more in deposits than they make in loans and, as a result, 
the Firm has excess cash that must be invested to meet future liquidity needs and provide a 
reasonable return. The primary responsibility of CIO, working with JPMorgan’s Treasury, is to 
manage this excess cash. CIO is part of the Corporate sector at JPMorgan and, as of December 
3 1, 201 1, it had 428 employees, consisting of 140 traders and 288 middle and back office 
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employees. Ms. Drew ran CIO from 2005 until May 2012 and had significant experience in 
CIO’s core functions.'^ Until the end of her tenure, she was viewed by senior Firm management 
as a highly skilled manager and executive with a strong and detailed command of her business, 
and someone in whom they had a great deal of confidence. 

CIO invests the bulk of IPMorgan’s excess cash in high credit quality, fixed-income 
securities, such as municipal bonds, whole loans, and asset-backed securities, mortgage-backed 
securities, corporate securities, sovereign securities, and collateralized loan obligations. The 
bulk of these assets are accounted for on an available-for-sale basis (“AFS”), although CIO also 
holds certain other assets that are accounted for on a mark-to-market basis. 

Beginning in 2007, CIO launched the Synthetic Credit Portfolio, which was generally 
intended to protect the Firm against adverse credit scenarios. The Firm, like other lenders, is 
structurally “long” credit, including in its AFS portfolio, which means that the Firm tends to 
perform well when credit markets perform well and to suffer a decline in performance during a 
credit downturn. Through the Synthetic Credit Portfolio, CIO generally sought to establish 
positions that would generate revenue during adverse credit scenarios (e.g., widening of credit 


Prior to assuming her role as the Firm’s Chief Investment Officer, Ms. Drew had more than 20 years of 
experience performing asset-liability management for the Firm and its predecessors, including as head of 
the Treasury function. 
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spreads and corporate defaults) - in short, to provide protection against structural risks inherent 
in the Firm’s and CIO’s long credit profile?” 

The positions in the Synthetic Credit Portfolio consisted of standardized indices (and 
related tranches^’) based on baskets of credit default swaps (“CDS”) tied to corporate debt 
issuers. CIO bought, among other things, credit protection on these instruments, which means 
that it would be entitled to payment from its counterparties whenever any company in the basket 
defaulted on certain payment obligations, filed for bankruptcy, or in some instances restructured 
its debt.^^ In exchange for the right to receive these payments, CIO would make regular 
payments to its counterparties, similar to premiums on insurance policies. As described in 
greater detail below, the actual trading strategies employed by CIO did not involve exclusively 


Although the Task Force has reviewed certain general background information on the origin of the 
Synthetic Credit Portfolio and its development over time, the Task Force’s focus was on the events at the 
end of 201 1 and the first several months of 2012 when the losses occurred. 

CDS index tranches are financial instruments based on a CDS index, where each tranche references a 
different segment of the loss distribution of the underlying CDS index. Tranches have been issued on 
several indices, including the CDX North American Investment Grade Index (the “CDX.NA.IG”). The 
lowest tranche, known as the equity tranche, absorbs the first losses on the index due to defaults up to a 
maximum of 3% of the total index. The next tranche (mezzanine) absorbs losses of 3-7%. Further losses 
are absorbed by higher-ranking tranches (senior and super-senior tranches). In return for being more 
likely to suffer losses, the equity tranche yields the highest coupon (or stream of payments); conversely, 
the super-senior tranche yields the smallest coupon. 

For certain indices, the triggering criteria include other types of adverse credit scenarios. The list of 
events that trigger payment is established in the CDS contracts, and the question of whether a triggering 
event has occurred is determined by an industry panel convened by the International Swaps and 
Derivatives Association. 
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buying protection or always maintaining a net credit short position (under CSW 10%);^^ rather, 
CIO traded in an array of these products, with long and short positions in different instruments?'’ 

The standardized indices in which CIO traded are created by a company named Markit, 
and like equity indices, such as the Dow Jones Industrial Average or the S&P 500, these credit 
indices can be used by market participants to express general market views rather than a view as 
to one particular company. There are two primary CDS index groups, CDX and iTraxx. CDX is 
a group of North American and Emerging Markets indices, and iTraxx is a group of European 
and Asian indices. Each index group has a number of more specialized indices, such as those 
focused on “investment-grade” (“IG” for CDX, or “MN” for iTraxx) or “high-yield” (“HY” for 
CDX, or “XO” for iTraxx) companies. 

Markit creates a new series of each index every six months; by way of example, the CDX 
investment-grade index issued in September 2012 is ‘TG-19” and a corresponding index issued 
in September 2007 is ‘TG-9,” The newly created indices have updated reference entities: new 
companies are added to replace those no longer qualifying for inclusion in a particular index 


The Synthetic Credit Portfolio’s trading strategies sought, among other things, to take advantage of 
changes in the relative prices (the “basis”) among different CDS indices and tranche instruments. These 
relationships reflect supply and demand in the market, theoretically driven by views on such matters as 
the relative strength of U.S. versus European credit, or investment-grade versus high-yield corporate 
credit; the likelihood of deteriorating credit in the short term versus strengthening credit in the longer 
term; and the likelihood that there will be some, but not too many defaults. In addition, some market 
participants trade the “skew,” or the basis between the index CDS price and prices for the single name 
CDS that make up the index. 

Even when the Synthetic Credit Portfolio was net long under CSW 1 0%, it could still maintain “jump- 
to-defaulf ’ protection. 
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because of corporate actions, ratings changes, lack of liquidity or other reasons. The date on 
which a new index is published is referred to as the “roll” date, and because many market 
participants seek to take positions in the new index, the roll date is typically a time when there is 
a significant amount of trading and liquidity in the market. After the roll date, the older (“off- 
the-run”) series continue to be traded, and some of those series are liquid, but liquidity typically 
is concentrated in the newly issued “on-the-run” series. All of these instruments are issued in 
different maturities, of which the most widely traded are the five and ten years. 

As of December 3 1 , 20 1 1 , the Synthetic Credit Portfolio contained^^ approximately $5 1 
billion in net notional positions of credit index and tranche positions. 

C. Key Events^ 

1. Trading 

From its inception until late 2011, the Synthetic Credit Portfolio generated roughly $2 
billion in gross revenues,^’ Coming into the end of 2011, the Synthetic Credit Portfolio 
contained sizeable long and short positions in many of the CDX high-yield and CDX investment- 


“ The Synthetic Credit Portfolio, on a gross basis, held a larger total of long and short positions. 

However, when the long and short positions are netted against each other, these positions result in a 
portfolio of approximately $51 billion in net notional positions. 

This Report sets out the facts that the Task Force believes are most relevant to understanding the causes 
of the losses. It reflects the Task Force’s view of the facts. Others (including regulators conducting their 
own investigations) may have a different view of the facts, or may focus on facts not described in this 
Report, and may also draw different conclusions regarding the facts and issues. In addition, the Task 
Force notes that its mandate did not include drawing any legal conclusions, and accordingly, this Report 
does not purport to do so. 

This figure reflects the aggregate mark-to-market net gains (profit) for all Synthetic Credit Portfolio 
transactions, including the impact of premiums paid and received. 
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grade series, among others, including both off-the-run and on-the-run series and spanning 
multiple maturities and tranche positions. In the fourth quarter of 201 1, the Synthetic Credit 
Portfolio was in an overall short risk posture (as measured by CSW 10%), with a short risk 
position in high-yield offset to some extent by a long-risk investment-grade position. 

In late 2011, CIO considered making significant changes to the Synthetic Credit 
Portfolio. In particular, it focused on both reducing the Synthetic Credit Portfolio, and as 
explained afterwards by CIO, moving it to a more credit-neutral position. There were two 
principal reasons for this. First, senior Firm management had directed that CIO - along with the 
lines of business - reduce its use of RWA. Second, both senior Firm management and CIO 
management were becoming more opthnistic about the general direction of the global economy, 
and CIO management believed that macro credit protection was therefore less necessary. 

Under a series of international agreements known as the Basel Accords, banking 
organizations must maintain certain capital ratios. The amount of capital that a banking 
organization is required to hold, under most regulatoiy capital ratios, is measured against the 
amount of its RWA, which, broadly speaking, considers the nature of the assets held by the 
banking organization, and certain off-balance sheet exposures. Two of the recent Basel Accords, 
commonly referred to as “Basel 11.5” and “Basel III,” alter the RWA calculation for JPMorgan 
and other banking organizations. As the new standards become effective over a phase-in period, 
certain assets held by banking organizations such as JPMorgan will generally be assigned a 
higher risk-weighting than they are under the current standards; in practical terms, this means 
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JPMorgan will be required to either increase the amount of capital it holds or reduce its RWA. 
Basel III has not yet beeome effeetive, but JPMorgan has begun voluntarily diselosing estimated 
calculations under Basel III in its financial reporting. 

In 201 1, JPMorgan was engaged in a Firm-wide effort to reduce RWA in anticipation of 
the effectiveness of Basel III. The Synthetic Credit Portfolio was a significant consumer of 
RWA, and the traders therefore worked at various points in 201 1 to attempt to reduce its RWA. 
As part of this effort, in late 2011, CIO discussed unwinding certain positions in the Synthetic 
Credit Portfolio. 

In the last week of December, Mr. Braunstein asked CIO to evaluate the impact of a 
further reduction of $20, $40 or $60 billion of RWA (in addition to a $30 billion reduction that, 
according to Mr. Wilmot, was already called for under the initial 2012 CIO RWA budget).^® Ms. 
Drew, Mr. Wilmot and two senior members of the Synthetic Credit Portfolio team conferred as 
to how they could accomplish this in a manner that would minimize costs and trading losses, and 
in their internal discussions on the matter considered the possibility of unwinding additional 
positions in the Synthetic Credit Portfolio. According to one of the traders, on or about 
December 26, one of the Synthetic Credit Portfolio team members who had been party to these 
discussions called him and informed him that Ms. Drew wanted to know how much it would cost 
to reduce RWA by an additional amount. The trader infonned him that, under the circumstances. 

Contemporaneous e-mails suggest that the initial 2012 CIO RWA budget called for a $20 billion 
reduction. 
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he believed that the solution would be an unwind and that he would ask another trader to prepare 
an estimate of how much it would cost Shortly thereafter, an analysis prepared by another trader 
and provided to Ms. Drew, Mr. Wilmot and an executive from the Synthetic Credit Portfolio 
team indicated that a 35% proportional unwind of the Synthetic Credit Portfolio would result in a 
$10 billion RWA reduction, but could cost slightly more than $500 million. These cost estimates 
included trading and execution costs associated with reducing the positions, as well as the 
prospective loss of premiums received for any long-risk positions that CIO unwound.^^ 
Ultimately, the Firm chose not to modify its initial RWA budget, and for 2012, CIO as a whole 
was only required to make the RWA reduction contemplated by its original budget. 

In early January, the Synthetic Credit Portfolio incurred mark-to-market losses of 
approximately $15 million. On January 10, one of the traders informed Ms. Drew that the losses 
resulted from the fact that (among other things) it “ha[d] been somewhat costly to unwind” 
positions in the portfolio. Ms. Drew responded that there might be additional flexibility on the 
RWA reduction mandate, and requested a meeting to review the unwind plan to “maximize p [&] 

j »30 


Other materials from this time indicate that the traders also believed that an unwind of short positions 
would cause them to forfeit revenue that they were positioned to earn upon the occurrence of defaults. 

Shortly before this exchange, Ms. Drew and Mr. Wilmot had notified Messrs. Dimon and Braunstein 
that CIO (as part of its budgeted RWA reduction) would reduce the Synthetic Credit Portfolio’s RWA by 
year-end 2012, from $43 billion to $20.5 billion. They explained that this would be accomplished by 
allowing existing positions to expire ($13 billion), as well as via “active reduction” ($10 billion). Ms. 
Drew discussed the RWA mandate around this time with Mr. Braunstein, who informed her that the 
deadline for CIO to meet its RWA requirement was the end of 2012. 
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Around this time, Ms. Drew participated in a conference call with Mr. Wilmot and 
members of the Synthetic Credit Portfolio team, during which the RWA reduction mandate was 
discussed. According to one of the traders, he informed Ms. Drew during that call that the only 
certain approach to RWA reduction was to unwind positions, and he advised her that unwinding 
25% of the Synthetic Credit Portfolio would cost approximately $500 million. After the 
meeting, one of the more senior members of the Synthetic Credit Portfolio team who attended 
the meeting mstructed the trader to formulate multiple options for RWA reduction for Ms. Drew 
to consider. 

On or about January 18, Ms. Drew, Mr. Wilmot, Mr. Wetland and two senior members of 
the Synthetic Credit Portfolio team met to further discuss the Synthetic Credit Portfolio and 
RWA reduction. According to a trader who had not attended the meeting, after the meeting 
ended, one of the Synthetic Credit Portfolio team members who had attended the meeting 
informed him that they had decided not to reduce the Synthetic Credit Portfolio, and that the 
trader’s focus in managing the Synthetic Credit Portfolio at that point should be on profits and 
losses. Nonetheless, RWA continued to be a matter of real concern for that individual and CIO, 
and he thus also sent a follow-up e-mail to the meeting participants in which he set out a number 
of options for achieving RWA reduction by the end of 201 2. In that e-mail, he stated that the 
preferred approach was to select an option under which CIO would attempt to convince the Firm 
to modify the model that it used to calculate RWA for the Synthetic Credit Portfolio, and delay 
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any efforts to reduce RWA through changes in positions in the Synthetic Credit Portfolio until 
mid-year. 

At approximately the same time as the mid-January discussions were taking place, a 
significant corporate issuer defaulted on its debt. The Synthetic Credit Portfolio was not well 
positioned for this event, and a number of the portfolio’s positions suffered significant losses as a 
result.^' These losses caused management to become concerned that the Synthetic Credit 
Portfolio was not providing sufficient credit loss protection. Management therefore instructed 
the relevant trader to avoid similar losses on defaults in the future, and to ensure that the 
Synthetic Credit Portfolio had appropriate “jump-to-default” protection in place,^^ 

In response to this instruction, the traders began to discuss adding high-yield short 
positions in order to better prepare the Synthetic Credit Portfolio for a future default.^^ The 
traders, in late Januaiy, also added to their long positions, including in the IG-9 index (and 
related tranches).^"' These long positions generated premiums, and (among other things) would 
help to fund high-yield short positions; the traders also believed that these long positions would 


’’ One of the traders expressed the view that these losses stemmed from the expiry or unwind of certain 
high-yield short positions in late 2011. The trading data confirms that certain high-yield short positions 
did expire or were unwound during this time, but also indicates that the traders largely replaced them at or 
around the same time. 

“Jump-to-default” exposure refers to the risk that a position will experience losses through the 
instantaneous move to a default on a reference name as a result of a credit event, such as a bankruptcy. 

Trading data shows that the traders had been adding some high-yield short positions throughout much 
of January, prior to this instmetion. However, the additions increased substantially in the period after this 
instruction. 

As described below, the traders continued to build this position in February. 
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help offset (from both a credit risk and, potentially, an RWA perspective) their high-yield short 
positions. The traders chose to use the lG-9 index for this offset because, as one of them 
explained, it had the liquidity of investment-grade credit derivatives but with a feature that 
allowed the traders to hedge part of the high-yield structural short as well. The feature to which 
that trader was referring is the fact that the IG-9 index contained a number of so-called “fallen 
angels,” which are companies whose debt had been considered investment-grade at the time of 
the IG-9’s issuance in September 2007, but had subsequently become high-yield. Because the 
IG-9 index contained these high-yield reference entities, the traders believed that a long position 
in the IG-9 would offset to some degree the high-yield short positions.^^ 

By the end of January, the Synthetic Credit Portfolio traders had added approximately 
$20 billion in long-risk notional positions to their 1 0-year IG-9 position. At the same time, 
however, they also added $12 billion in 5-year IG-9 short risk notional positions - fe., they 
bought credit protection on the same companies for which they were selling protection - except 
that the maturities for this short position were five years from the creation of the index rather 
than ten years.^® The net effect of these additions was to increase the Synthetic Credit Portfolio’s 
long credit exposure, both because they added more long positions than short positions, and also 


” Because not all of the reference entities in the IG-9 instruments overlapped with those in the high-yield 
instruments, this strategy also introduced new risks into the Synthetic Credit Portfolio. 

The traders referred to this trade (the “IG-9 Forward Trade”) as the forward trade, or at times, as a 
flattener. 
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because longer-dated trades are more sensitive to movements in credit spreads than shorter-dated 
trades,^^ due to the fact that the exposure to risk is for a longer period.^^ 

Ms. Drew did not receive detailed trading or position reports on the Synthetic Credit 
Portfolio in the ordinary course, did not request any such reports during this time,^^ and regularly 
monitored only the Synthetic Credit Portfolio’s profits and losses, VaR and stress VaR.'*^ She 
did understand generally around this time that the traders were planning to add long positions in 
order to balance the Synthetic Credit Portfolio, and she also participated in a number of meetings 
at which RWA and the profits and losses of the Synthetic Credit Portfolio were discussed."^^ 


A longer-dated CDS instrument will move more in price to a given change in a credit spread in the 
same way that a longer-dated bond’s price moves more to a given change in credit spreads or interest 
rates than a shorter-dated bond. 

A trader from the Synthetic Credit Portfolio team appears to have described this trading strategy in a 
January 26 “Core Credit Book Highlights” PowerPoint that he circulated to other traders on January 26 
and on February 2. In that PowerPoint, the trader described the technical details of the “trades that make 
sense,” which involved building a long position and then adding various short positions in the event of a 
market rally. 

Among other things, there is no evidence that Ms. Drew received the January 26 PowerPoint described 
in Footnote 38. 

Stress VaR is a charge for market risk under Basel II. 5 based on a 1 0-day, 99%-confidcnce level VaR 
that incorporates inputs using historical data from a one-year period of significant financial stress relevant 
to the Finn’s portfolio. While VaR assumes volatility consistent with recent market conditions, stress 
VaR assumes difficult market conditions. 

With respect to RWA reduction, Mr. Weiland sent an email to a member of the Synthetic Credit 
Portfolio team on February 3 expressing concern that the member was providing overly optimistic 
estimates to Ms. Drew as to the likelihood that CIO would be able to convince the Firm to modify its 
RWA calculation model. 
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By January 26, the Synthetic Credit Portfolio was roughly balanced, as measured by 
CSW 10%.'*^ One of the trader’s contemporaneous e-mails reflect that he understood this, but 
also reflect that he began to have concerns - which he shared with other members of the 
Synthetic Credit Portfolio team ~ about the continued mark-to-market losses in the Synthetic 
Credit Portfolio. Around the same time, in light of these losses, an executive responsible for the 
Synthetic Credit Portfolio directed the senior-most trader to focus solely on the Synthetic Credit 
Portfolio to the exclusion of his other responsibilities. On January 31, that executive sent an e- 
mail to the same trader - which he also forwarded to Ms. Drew - in which he stated that the 
Synthetic Credit Portfolio was not behaving as intended and described the Synthetic Credit 
Portfolio’s performance as “worrisome.” In the same e-mail, he included one of several late 
January e-mails reflecting another trader’s concern about the Synthetic Credit Portfolio’s 
positions.''^ In that e-mail, the trader explained that, as designed, the Synthetic Credit Portfolio 
‘Vould lose money now on a default in us hy and make money if the default occurs in ig world.” 
According to this trader, however, the high-yield positions were losing more money than 
expected, and the investment-grade positions were earning less money than expected (i.e., the 
price movements were not correlating as expected, leading to mark-to-market losses). 

By January 3 1 , the Synthetic Credit Portfolio had moved to a modest net long position as measured by 
CSW 10%, and it continued to fluctuate thereafter. Although the Synthetic Credit Portfolio was long as 
measured by CSW 10% by this time, it could continue to maintain substantial protection against corporate 
defaults. 

This was one in a series of e-mails that the other trader wrote to himself and to other traders in the last 
two days of Jamrary, all expres.sing similar views about the performance of the Synthetic Credit Portfolio, 
and the options available as to how best to manage it. 
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In separate e-mails on January 30, the same trader suggested to another (more senior) 
trader that CIO should stop increasing “the notionals,” which were “becom[ing] scary,” and take 
losses (“full pain”) now; he further stated that these increased notionals would expose the Firm 
to “larger and larger drawdown pressure versus the risk due to notional increases.” While the 
documentary record does not reflect how, if at all, the more senior trader responded to these 
concerns, the traders nonetheless continued to build the notional size of the positions through late 
March, 

By early February, the trader’s concern about the losses - including his lack of 
understanding as to why they were occurring - prompted him to request a meeting with his 
managers, including Ms. Drew, in order to discuss the Synthetic Credit Portfolio. He prepared a 
presentation for the meeting, which he sent to the more senior trader on February 2 . The 
presentation was provided to Ms. Drew and an executive responsible for the Synthetic Credit 
Portfolio on February 3.'“ 

The trader did not present his slides at the meeting. Ms. Drew did ask the trader how 
much more he thought CIO could lose if they reduced the Synthetic Credit Portfolio. According 
to this trader, he explained that he thought that the Synthetic Credit Portfolio could lose a 
significant amount, perhaps an additional $100 million, and that it was possible that they did not 
have the right long position in light of the characteristics of the lG-9 position and the relevant 

According to a calendar invite sent by Ms. Drew’s executive assistant for a February 3 meeting (likely 
the meeting in question), Mr. Wilmot, Mr. Goldman, Mr. Weiland and various members of the Synthetic 
Credit Portfolio team were invited, among others. 
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market dynamics. Ms. Drew appeared not to be overly concerned by this potential $100 million 
loss for the portfolio, and instead focused on the Synthetic Credit Portfolio’s RWA profile."*^ 

One week after this meeting, the same trader conferred with the attendees of that meeting 
(but not Ms. Drew) regarding an anticipated credit event involving another company.''^ He 
explained that in order to be better positioned for this event, he would need to buy further 
protection on the high-yield index, and finance that protection by adding long positions in an 
investment-grade index. He explained that this trading would increase RWA, but was instructed 
to proceed, and to concentrate on managing profits and losses. The executive with whom he 
conferred also instructed a senior trader to travel to JPMorgan’s New York offices to see what 
could be done to remove the RWA constraint from the Synthetic Credit Portfolio. 

Throughout February, the traders continued to add to their investment-grade long 
positions, and also at this time began to add significantly to their high-yield short positions. It 
appears that among the reasons for at least some of this trading (and possibly other trading 
during the first quarter) was that the traders sought to “defend the position” or “defend the P&L.” 
The phrase was not defined in a consistent way by the traders who used it, but it appears to be a 
response to one or more concerns expressed by the traders throughout much of the first quarter. 


Also on February 3, Mr. Wilmot sent an email to Mr. Braunstein requesting “approval to raise [CIO’s] 
1Q12 RWA by S7bn to $167bn.” Mr. Wilmot explained that it was a “one quarter request” and that CIO 
believed they were “on target to achieve the $160bn level for 2QI2-4Q12.” Mr. Wilmot wrote that CIO 
was “less confident in the RWA reduction from the MTM book, specifically the tranche book which is 
where [CIO hoped] to continue to achieve significant reductions throughout the year.” 

“ The company in question ultimately filed for bankruptcy in the second quarter. 
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First, the traders appeared to be concerned about creating a perception in the market that CIO 
was reversing course on its trading strategy, which would cause other market participants to take 
advantage in pricing and trading behavior. Second, they expressed concern that the prices they 
were receiving from other market participants were distorted because those with opposing 
positions (e.g., CIO was long where they were short) were engaged in tactical trading or were 
providing indicative prices that they would not stand behind. The traders appeared to believe 
that if they did not respond through additional trading, they would be forced to recognize losses. 

Notwithstanding the continued trading, the Synthetic Credit Portfolio continued to 
experience mark-to-market losses. On February 13, 2012, a trader advised Ms. Drew of mark-to- 
market losses in the Synthetic Credit Portfolio, explaining in an e-mail that “we report a loss of 
28m from last Tuesday close” and attributing most of the losses to the 10-9."'’ The trader in 
question subsequently forwarded this e-mail to senior members of the Synthetic Credit Portfolio 
team (but not Ms. Drew). 

By late February, the Synthetic Credit Portfolio had experienced year-to-date losses of 
approximately $169 million. A trader observed around this time that, although credit spreads 
had stayed relatively constant, the IG-9 continued to lose ground. This was contrary to his 
expectations, and he therefore advised another Synthetic Credit Portfolio trader not to trade IG-9 
because he wanted to observe its behavior. He also advised a more senior trader of his plans, but 


Ms. Drew also received separate daily profit-and-Ioss reports on the Synthetic Credit Portfolio. 
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the latter instructed him to trade because they needed to participate in the market to understand 
the price at which parties were actually willing to transact. 

The trader engaged in a significant amount of trading at the end of February, after being 
directed by at least one senior member of the Synthetic Credit Portfolio team to increase the 
default protection in the Synthetic Credit Portfolio. The trader also traded at this time in order to 
determine the market prices of the positions. His trading was not limited to short positions; he 
also added a significant amount of long positions — specifically in the IG-9 index - in order to 
offset the cost and risk of the additional short positions. In an e-mail sent to another trader late in 
the evening of February 29, he explained, “I have sold important amounts of protection in ig9 
lOyr (close to 7b In all day or 3.5m csOl) and this will push the csOl beyond the 25m limit. This 
is related to month end price moves that were all adverse although we could limit the damage.... 

I picked [the IG-9 lO-year index] because this is the most obvious one when we analyze the lags 
we have in the core book. ... This trade will also increase the rwa snapshot at month end I am 
afraid.”^* 

On February 29, Ms. Drew, Mr. Wilmot, Mr. Goldman and an executive from the 
Synthetic Credit Portfolio participated in a regularly scheduled “business review” meeting with 
Messrs. Dimon, Braunstein, Hogan, Zubrow and others. The meeting covered all of CIO’s 
activities. With respect to the Synthetic Credit Portfolio, the primary focus of the discussion was 

It is unclear to what limit the trader was referring because neither CIO CSOl limit was $25 million (the 
mark-to-market CSOl limit for CIO was $5 million and the aggregate CSOl limit was $12 million), and 
both limits had been exceeded by this point. 
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RWA reduction, and the written materials, which were prepared by individuals from Market 
Risk and the Synthetic Credit Portfolio team, indicate that CIO was taking steps to reduce RWA. 
CIO management did not disclose any significant problems or concerns with the Synthetic Credit 
Portfolio, and CIO management did not explain that CIO was not pursuing the expected course 
of action of achieving the RWA reduction via an unwind and was instead embarking on a more 
complicated and different strategy that entailed adding significantly to the size of the positions. 
The written materials prepared by CIO described the Synthetic Credit Portfolio at a very high 
level as a “Tail Risk Book,” and as an “option with positive convexity, positive carry and upside 
on large spread widening and default waves (similar to 2008-2009).”^^ The materials do not 
explain under what scenarios the Synthetic Credit Portfolio could be expected to lose money, or 
that: 

• CIO had decided not to reduce the size of the Synthetic Credit Portfolio (at least 
in the near term); 

• the Synthetic Credit Portfolio had increased substantially in both gross and net 
notional size; and 


A tail event is generally understood to be one that arises when the market environment moves more 
than three standard deviations from the mean based on predictions from a normal distribution of historical 
prices. Carry is generally understood to be the profit or loss experienced by a portfolio with the passage 
of time but with no change in any other market variable or additional trading. Positive convexity exists 
when a portfolio is predicted to profit more (or lose less) on a larger market move than the profits (or 
losses) predicted for a smaller market move would imply. Negative convexity exists when a portfolio is 
predicted to profit less (or lose more) on a larger market move as compared to the predicted profits (or 
losses) on a smaller market move. Using CSW 10% and CSW 50% as an example, ifa portfolio is 
predicted to lose $100 if credit spreads widen by 10%, but to lose $400 if credit spreads widen by 50%, 
then the portfolio reflects positive convexity (a portfolio with no convexity would lose $500). It is 
unclear if the written materials for the February 29 meeting were employing these definitions. 
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• the plan was no longer to reduce RWA by $23 billion by allowing positions to 
expire and by active reduction (to the contrary, the February Business Review 
materials suggest that CIO was unwinding the portfolio, explaining that “the 
change in regulatory capital regime is likely to force a re-size / run-off of 
synthetic portfolio in order to maintain RWA targets for the Firm” and “CIO is 
currently working to reduce [RWA]).” 

By the end of February, the Synthetic Credit Portfolio had experienced an additional $69 
million in mark-to-raarket losses, from approximately $100 million (year-to-date through 
January) to $1 69 million (year-to-date through February). 

On March 1, the day after the CIO Business Review, an executive with responsibility for 
the Synthetic Credit Portfolio e-mailed one of the traders to express concern that if the traders 
needed to “[ajctually reduce the [Synthetic Credit Portfolio]” in order to decrease RWA, they 
would not be able to “defend” their positions. This e-mail appears to address the concern that an 
unwind of positions to reduce RWA would be in tension with “defending” the position. The 
executive therefore informed the trader (among other things) that CIO would have to “win on the 
methodology” in order to reduce RWA. This phrase refers to the traders’ goal, described above, 
to convince the Finn that it should change the methodology of the model used to calculate RWA 
for the Synthetic Credit Portfolio. 

On March 7, Mr. Venkatakrishnan reported to Ms. Drew, Mr. Hogan, Mr. Goldman, Mr. 
Weiland and a member of the Firm-wide Market Risk team on the results of model-related work 
he had been performing relating to the accuracy of CIO’s RWA calculation. Mr. 
Venkatakrishnan had gotten involved in early March in response to concerns in CIO about the 
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increase in RWA. Mr. VenkatakrisJman reported on March 7 that RWA for the Synthetic Credit 
Portfolio had increased significantly since the beginning of the year, and explained that this 
increase was “entirely explained by a $33bn notional increase in short protection (long risk) in 
[CIO’s] portfolio between [January] and [February].” Ms. Drew forwarded this information to 
Mr. Goldman, Mr. Weiland and two members of the Synthetic Credit Portfolio team. In 
response, one of the recipients from the Synthetic Credit Portfolio team expressed the view that 
the notional amounts reflected in Mr. Venkatakrishnan’s calculations were mcorTect,^“ despite 
the fact that this information had been provided by CIO’s middle office, and asked to discuss the 
methodolog}' used to calculate RWA.^’ 

By mid-March, the Synthetic Credit Portfolio was still experiencing mark-to-market 
losses.^^ A trader performed a detailed analysis around this time and determined that, even 
though the Synthetic Credit Portfolio appeared to be balanced under CSW 10%, its acmal 
performance - and in particular, the fact that it lost money when the markets rallied - suggested 


The relevant recipient may have been expecting Mr. Venkatakrishnan to calculate the notional amounts 
on a monthly basis (i.e., January 1 to 3 1 and February 1 to 29) and not January 1 8 to February 22, as Mr. 
Venkatakrishnan had done. 

Mr. Venkatakrishnan’s analysis, which was only of those positions that drove the increase in RWA, did 
not trigger further inquiry or concern within or outside CIO at this time regarding the size of the portfolio. 
CIO management likewise appears to have focused on the notional increase only insofar as it affected 
RWA. In addition, at that time, there were discussions within CIO and with Mr. Hogan that some of the 
positions in the Synthetic Credit Portfolio would more appropriately receive a different treatment for 
capital purposes than under the currently used method, and that this change would result in a reduction of 
RWA to acceptable levels. At the time, the mles under Basel 11.5 and III, which alter the RWA 
calculation for JPMorgan and other banking organizations, had not been finalized by U.S. regulators. 

As discussed below, the losses during this period were likely more substantial on at least some days 
than were being reflected in CIO’s daily valuation estimates. 

40 



1006 


that it continued to have a short bias. The trader attributed this to the significant amounts of 
protection that he had purchased since January, and he therefore considered what steps he might 
take to finally balance the Synthetic Credit Portfolio. He concluded that he did not want to sell 
more protection in IG-9 because the instrument had not behaved as he had expected all year and 
the position was already quite large and “dangerous”; he also understood that he could not 
reduce his high-yield position because of the expense associated with that projected liquidation. 
The remaining option, in his view, was to increase his long exposure in on-the-run investment- 
grade instruments, such as IG-1 7 and lG-1 8, with a goal of stemming the losses that he attributed 
to its imbalance, and ultimately “put[tin]g [the Synthetic Credit Portfolio] to sleep.” Once the 
portfolio was balanced, he believed he could wait for CIO Management to decide how to 
proceed. 

Consistent with this strategy, by March 1 5, the trader proposed to add a very large 
position in an on-the-run investment-grade index. He reasoned that this was the best way to 
balance the Synthetic Credit Portfolio because: using the on-the-run index would make the 
positions less transparent to other market participants, especially if the positions were acquired 
on or near the roll date (presumably because of increased liquidity); and if he could put on a 
large position very quickly near the roll date (March 20), Risk Management personnel would 
have sufficient time in advance of the quarter-end to calculate the attendant changes in RWA, 
VaR and other risk metrics. 
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The trader described his plan in a series of e-mails to another trader. On March 1 5, he 
sent an e-mail explaining that “[t]his [] may be the solution: let the book run off. So I prepare it 
for this outcome.” Similarly, on March 1 9, he wrote to some of the other traders that his 
proposed strategy was to “let the P&L fluctuate while not defending, just maintaining the upside 
on defaults over time.” Further, he wrote, “the solution proposed amounts to be longer risk and 
let the book expire carrying the upside on default: I think we own [] a very good position for a 
size that is also significant . . . .” 

Beginning on March 19 and continuing through March 23, the trader added significant 
long positions to the Synthetic Credit Portfolio. These additions roughly coincided with the roll 
date and the issuance of the IG-1 8, and included additions to the 5-year IG-1 7 long position (a 
notional increase of approximately $8 billion), the 5-year lG-1 8 long position (a notional 
increase of approximately $14 billion), and several corresponding iTraxx series, most notably the 
5-year-S16 ($12 billion) and the 5-year-S17 ($6 billion). 

While this trading was being considered and implemented, on March 20, a review of CIO 
was presented to the DRPC (a summary of which was later presented to the full Board), in which 
Ms. Drew and Mr. Goldman provided a structural risk summary and addressed overall portfolio 
allocations within CIO, how interest rate movements would affect the company, and how CIO 
manages the attendant risk. CIO management did not disclose the increasing mark-to-market 
losses, the recent breaches in certain of CIO’s risk limits, the substantial increase in RWA, the 

significant growth in the Synthetic Credit Portfolio’s notionals, or the breaches in the VaR limit 

42 



1008 


earlier in the year ” Further, CIO management did not explain that CIO was embarking on a 
complicated strategy that differed from the unwind that had been previously described to senior 
Firm management. 

On March 23, a trader explained to CIO Market Risk the trading he had done: “[I] 
switched the book to long risk[.] [I] am done[.]” He explained his view that “this is it for a 
neutral profile[, and] right now we have a market neutral ratio between HY and IG,” He further 
explained that “the reason why I did that is because [I] wanted to have the position set in order to 
prepare for month end and avoid defending the pnl [] because it would have resulted in larger 
positions[.] This one position I put [on] is different and liquid.” The relevant individual from 
CIO Market Risk noted that, “somehow I think the percep[tion] was that you would be add[ing] 
to the [on-the-run index] and reducing elsewhere[.] [I am n]ot sure how this was established[, 
but I] think what happened is that people seeing [that] the book is longer in 5y maturity[, and 
has] bigger risk[,] and bigger capital[,] and the issue is RWA.” The trader stated, “ok the 
RWA[,] this is what kills me.” He proceeded to explain that, because of pressure to reduce 


’’ Under the Firm-wide Risk Appetite policy in effect at the time, either the CEO or the CRO was 
required to notify the Chairman of the DRPC of modifications to or breaches of the prescribed DRPC 
market risk stress or VaR “limits.” The Firm-wide Market Risk Management policy likewise required the 
CRO to “report all material excesses to the Chairman of the DRPC.” (These DRPC-approved limits were 
not identical to Firm-wide limits; as a result, not all breaches of Firm- wide limits necessarily required 
reporting to the DRPC.) As of January 2012, the DRPC-approved VaR limit was S200 million (as 
opposed to the Firm-wide VaR limit of $125 million). Although Firm-wide Market Risk provided the 
DRPC with an update on Market Risk Limits at the March 20, 2012 DRPC meeting, this update only 
covered (as intended) developments through year-end 201 1. The breaches in the CIO and Firm-wide VaR 
limits that occurred in January 2012 were not discussed. (The highest the Firm-wide VaR reached in 
January 2012 was approximately SI 60 million.) 
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RWA, the market could come to the conclusion that he did not like his position, and he therefore 
wanted to “[drop] out of the radar screen and earn cany.” He predicted that “eventually” the 
Synthetic Credit Portfolio would profit, and in the meantime, “the carry is 2-3m a day], and] the 
protection I sold grossly added I.IM a day of cany.” 

On March 21 (i.e., while the traders were adding large long positions), one of the traders 
met with Ms. Drew to discuss both the mark-to-market losses and the increase in RWA for the 
Synthetic Credit Portfolio. Before the meeting, he informed Ms. Drew that he believed the 
Synthetic Credit Portfolio’s positions had been leaked to the market (a concern he and another 
trader voiced previously), and explained that he was nervous that other market participants could 
use this information against CIO in their trading. He also e-mailed Ms. Drew that the traders had 
already reduced RWA by $10 billion in the Synthetic Credit Portfolio, and recommended that 
they “sligh[t]ly” increase the investment-grade long position, and address RWA the following 
quarter. In fact, RWA for the Synthetic Credit Portfolio had increased from the beginning of the 
year. 

The day after the meeting, Ms. Drew learned that the positions in the Synthetic Credit 
Portfolio were significantly larger than had been reflected in the figures discussed at the prior 
day’s meeting, as the figures used during the March 21 meeting were from March 7 and did not 
reflect trading activity during the intervening two weeks.^"* Ms. Drew reacted strongly to this 

The written materials prepared for the March 21 meeting noted that the figures were as of March 7, but 
did not indicate that there had been significant changes in the positions since then. 
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and a meeting was scheduled for March 23. A senior member of the Synthetic Credit Portfolio 
team informed her at that time that he believed the Synthetic Credit Portfolio had the “right 
position,” because the Synthetic Credit Portfolio was “long IG [and] the market [Was] moving 
tighter and tighter.” Around this time, a trader informed Ms. Drew that he wanted to continue 
trading in order to defend the position; Ms. Drew reaeted strongly to this as well and informed 
him that he was not permitted to do so. Either on Friday, March 23, or soon after, Ms. Drew 
directed the traders to suspend trading, and shortly thereafter, trading in the Synthetic Credit 
Portfolio largely stopped.^^ By this point, the Synthetic Credit Portfolio had assumed an overall 
net-long credit-risk orientation on a CSW 10% basis.^^ 

On March 30, the executive responsible for the Synthetic Credit Portfolio requested 
assistance from Firm-wide Market Risk in understanding the relationship between their trading 
and RWA. In an e-mail to Mr. Hogan on the subject, the executive stated that the Synthetic 
Credit Portfolio’s “prox[y]ing” of the IG-9 position as an offset of the high-yield short “did not 
work and resulted in almost total loss of hedging effectiveness.” He also stated that he was no 
longer confident in his team’s “ability to achieve the targeted RWA and their understanding of 
the synthetic levers to achieve the RWA objectives.” He therefore requested that an expert from 


There was a change in position on March 28, when the IG-9 5-year short position was reduced by $4.2 
billion notional, from $36.9 billion to $32.7 billion notional. 

Even after these trades, the traders did not view the Synthetic Credit Portfolio as net long despite the 
fact that the Synthetic Credit Portfolio’s CSW 10% profile showed a long risk bias. 
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the Investment Bank be assigned to CIO for the second quarter of 20! 2 to help the Synthetic 
Credit Portfolio traders understand and meet their RWA targets. 

2. Valuation 

As noted, the Synthetic Credit Portfolio was experiencing regular mark-to-market losses 
throughout much of the first quarter. We describe here the valuation process and how, from at 
least mid-March through early April, the Synthetic Credit Portfolio’s losses appear to have been 
understated. 

One of the junior traders in CIO had responsibility for estimating the fair value of each 
position in the Synthetic Credit Portfolio on a daily basis. Because the market for at least some 
of these instruments is small and relatively illiquid, he - like other market participants - 
generally could not simply look to a single definitive source to perfonn that task. Rather, he 
collected data from a number of different sources about the value of the positions and, after 
exercising judgment and often in consultation with another trader, assigned a value to each 
position. 

In general, the trader looked to three different sources in order to value the po-sitions in 
the Synthetic Credit Portfolio; (1) recently executed trades; (2) indicative, or non-binding, price 
quotes received from dealers and counterparties (including for both the specific instrument and, 
at times, similar instruments); and (3) his observations of and judgment regarding market 
conditions, including the relationships between and among different instruments, 'fhe 
infonnation he received from other market participants was typically in the form of a bid-offer 
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quotation. However, in order to perform the daily valuation process, he was required to identify 
a specific price. For each instrument, he therefore selected one quote (often among several he 
received) and then assigned a price within the bid-offer spread for that quote. Once he had 
identified a price for each position, he would input this data into a series of programs that would 
generate an estimate of the daily profit or loss, known as the “P&L Predict.” He would also 
draft, often together with another trader, an explanation for the gains or losses, which would be 
included in the daily P&L Predict. The daily profit-and-loss numbers were circulated within 
CIO and to certain personnel within the Firm-wide Risk organization. Ms. Drew received the 
daily P&L information (although not the P&L Predicts themselves), and also received some or 
all of the commentary in her daily reports. 

At certain points throughout early 2012, the information the trader was collecting from 
the market indicated losses in the Synthetic Credit Portfolio. But on a number of days beginning 
in at least mid-March, at the direction of his manager, he assigned values to certain of the 
positions in the Synthetic Credit Portfolio that were more beneficial to CIO than the values being 
indicated by the market. The result was that CIO underreported the losses, both on a daily basis 
and on a year-to-date basis. The traders variously referred to the aggregate differential between 
the prices being assigned and the unadjusted mid-market price {i.e., the mathematical mid-point 
between the best bid and best offer in the market, often referred to as the “crude mid”) as the 
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“divergence,” “lag” or “distance.”^’ In the view of one trader, the divergence resulted from the 
fact that the price information supplied by this illiquid market was distorted. Along these lines, 
the traders believed that CIO’s counterparties had obtained information about the Synthetic 
Credit Portfolio’s positions, and that CIO’s counterparties were engaging in strategic pricing 
behavior and intentionally providing prices that did not accurately reflect market values, i.e., 
they were not prices at which the counterparties would actually be willing to transact.^* 
Furthermore, one trader expressed the belief that the market prices would ultimately correct, 
vindicating the CIO valuations. 

Notwithstanding any genuinely held views on the validity of quoted prices or the 
integrity of counterparties’ trading activities, both U.S. GAAP and Firm policy required that CIO 
make a good-faith estimate of the exit price^® for a reasonably sized lot of each position, and 


Certain traders also, at times, appeared to use the term “lag” to refer to the amount by which the 
Synthetic Credit Portfolio was underperforming a theoretical or fundamental valuation of the positions - 
i. e. , how far behind their expectations it was. 

The prices provided by market participants that were considered in valuing certain positions in the 
Synthetic Credit Portfolio were “indicative,” which meant that CIO could not expect counterparties to 
transact at those prices. On occasion, CIO would attempt to transact at an indicated price, and a market 
participant, who had posted the bid or offer, would decline. The Synthetic Credit Portfolio traders 
referred to this behavior as the market participants “framing” prices. 

’’ Neither U.S. GAAP nor the Firm policy required CIO to mark to the “crude mids.” Accounting 
Standards Codification paragraph 820-10-35-36C notes that “if an asset or a liability measured at fair 
value has a bid price and an ask price (for example, an input from a dealer market), the price within the 
bid-ask spread that is most representative of fair value in the circumstances shall be used to measure fair 
value . . , While paragraph 820- 1 0-35-36D notes that mid-market pricing is not precluded from being 
used “as a practical expedient,” such conventions are not required and good faith estimates of the 
appropriate exit price are necessary. 
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assign values reflecting those estimates.**’ At the direction of a more senior trader, however, the 
relevant trader may not have always done so.*' The Task Force has found no evidence that 
others beyond three of the Synthetic Credit Portfolio traders were aware of or part of this 
directive. 

One instance of “divergence” occurred on or about March 12, when a trader informed 
another trader that the “crude mids” had moved away from where he and the third trader 
expected them to be. He told the trader that, as a result, the mark-to-market losses in the 
Synthetic Credit Portfolio based on “crude mids” had grown to approximately $50 million, and 
that he viewed these losses as a warning sign. He recommended that they reflect this as a loss on 
the books, even though they could not explain the market movement. The trader in question 
disagreed with his recommendation, apparently because he did not believe that the market moves 
around this time were real. He then informed the first trader that they should discuss this issue 
the following week. 

According to a trader-maintained spreadsheet reflecting prices from March 12 to March 
16, the divergence from the crude mids for at least some of the positions had grown to 
approximately $292 million*^ year-to-date for the Synthetic Credit Portfolio.*' On March 16, a 

See n. 59. By convention, the exit price is estimated for normal trading size, and CIO was not required 
to estimate the prices it would have received if it attempted to sell its entire (large) position at once. 

As noted, the more senior trader may have believed that his view of the tme value of these positions 
would ultimately be realized once the market returned to normal. 

This figure may include amounts by which the traders believed that the positions were underperforming 
vis-a-vis their expectations, including as a result of market participants distorting the prices; it is not 

49 



1015 


trader informed another trader that he estimated that the divergence would likely reach $400 
million in the near future. 

By March 19, the relevant trader had showed a small loss on the daily P&L Predicts 
every day for seven consecutive days. He told another trader that a more senior trader had 
pressured him throughout this period not to show large losses in the Synthetic Credit Portfolio. 
On March 20, that other trader apparently directed the relevant trader to show the full loss he had 
calculated for that day and said that he himself would accept responsibility for the loss with the 
more senior members of the team. 

The relevant trader reflected a loss on his March 20 daily P&L Predict of approximately 
$40 million. Shortly thereafter, a more senior trader called the other trader to discuss the loss. 
The senior trader expressed two related concerns. First, he stated that the report would cause 
problems for him during a meeting scheduled for the following day with Ms. Drew (the March 
21 meeting described above), and stated that he wished that he could have raised the loss issue 
with Ms. Drew in person during that meeting.^ Second, he expressed concern that Ms. Drew 
might prohibit his team from adding to their long positions. 


necessarily a measure of the aggregate amount of any mis-maik since the crude mid is not necessarily 
reflective of the price at which market participants are transacting. 

The spreadsheet showing the divergence from March 12 to March 15 was circulated to a senior member 
of the Synthetic Credit Portfolio team on March 1 5. The Task Force also located an additional copy of 
the spreadsheet that included the divergence for March 16. 

“ Ms. Drew would historically follow up with the more senior trader in the evening if the Synthetic 
Credit Portfolio experienced losses greater than $5 million for a particular day. 
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The estimated mark-to-market losses continued to grow throughout the end of March. 

On March 23, a trader sent another trader an informal loss estimate - likely year-to-date - of 
$300 million using, for each position, the “best” bids or asks and $600 million using the “mids.” 
The third trader also continued to report losses to him during this period, and continued to be 
directed by the other trader to show them. The year-to-date losses reported by the traders totaled 
about $400 million through March 29. 

These valuation issues received additional attention from the traders on March 30, which 
was the last trading day of the first quarter As shown by the following four sets of 
conversations, one of the traders was very focused on the impact of showing significant losses on 
that day. 

First, throughout the day, that particular trader (who was more senior and to whom the 
other traders reported) repeatedly discussed with a second trader the size of the estimated losses. 
Early in the day, the second trader had informed the more senior trader that the daily loss would 
be approximately $250 million. The senior trader asked him if he could reduce the loss to $200 
million and encouraged him to trade, even though, as discussed above, Ms. Drew had just 
ordered the team to stop trading. The second trader declined to continue trading. Nevertheless, 
throughout the day, a third trader reported to the second trader that the prices he was observing in 
the market were improving, and the second trader therefore reported improved numbers to the 

The marks on the final trading day of the quarter are subject to VCG price-testing procedures described 
below. 
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senior trader as the day progressed. Each time he or the third trader showed a smaller loss figure, 
the senior trader urged him to reduce the size of the loss further. 

Second, the more senior trader and Mr. Goldman discussed the estimated losses for the 
day. During this conversation, Mr. Goldman pressed the trader for estimates, and he responded 
that he was expecting the losses to be significant because he would not be “defend[ing]” the 
position. He further stated that he did not want to “fight” and increase the position, and added 
that they should have “stopped doing this three months ago and just rebalanced the [Synthetic 
Credit Portfolio].”^ He also asked Mr. Goldman (who had called him at Ms. Drew’s request) 
not to share these estimates with Ms. Drew because the market had not yet closed and, given the 
size of CIO’s positions, a small movement could result in a significant change in the profits and 
losses. 

Third, at the end of the day, the same more senior trader directed another trader to stay 
late and monitor prices until the markets closed in New York, in the hopes that he would be able 
to use later - and more advantageous - prices in marking the Synthetic Credit Portfolio. 

Fourth, the same more senior trader directed another (more junior) trader on March 30 to 
use the “best” prices, which appears to have prompted that more junior trader to take two steps. 
First, for at least one instrument, he selected the most beneficial dealer quote when marking his 
positions. Another trader encouraged him to use this more beneficial quote - which was more 

^ This statement is difficult to reconcile W'ifh another trader’s statement that, at the same time, the more 
senior trader was encouraging him to trade. 
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advantageous than the quotes he had received earlier in the day - telling him that it was not too 
aggressive and that it was “very good.” Second, the more junior trader priced many of the 
positions at or near the most advantageous boundary of the bid-offer spread. And for at least one 
position, he consulted with the other trader, who advised him to be slightly less aggressive. 

Later in the evening of March 30, he reported an estimated loss for the day of $138 million. 
Unlike the January and February month-end prices, the marks for March 30 w’ere not generally at 
or near the mid. 

The quarter-end prices generated on March 30 were to be used as the basis of the Firm’s 
financial reporting. Accordingly, per standard practice in CIO, they were subjected to a separate 
review by CIO’s VCG, a price-testing group that is part of the Finance function and analyzes 
market data to test month-end front office marks. VCG is responsible for confirming the traders’ 
marks or making necessary adjustments to the front office marks to arrive at the fair value for 
purposes of the U.S. GAAP for the Firm’s books and records. 

Under the applicable policy, CIO VCG’s price-testing procedures involved multiple 
steps, including the following: First, the relevant member of the VCG team received the March 
30 front office marks. Second, that individual reviewed information about the value of each 
position derived from third-party sources - principally, quotes from dealers, recent transaction 
data, and consensus pricing data from third-party pricing services such as Markit and Totem - 
and generated a price (the “VCG mid price”) for each position. He then compared the trader’s 
prices to the VCG mid price. 
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As noted above, Finn policy called for the positions to be marked at fair value, which in 
accordance with accounting rules, it defines (consistent with U.S. GAAP) as the exit price for a 
reasonably sized lot. CIO VCG recognized that, given the nature of the market, market 
participants could arrive at different yet reasonable conclusions as to the fair value of a particular 
position. When comparing the VCG mid price to a trader-provided price, CIO VCG’s policy 
was to consider a VCG-generated price-testing threshold designed to reflect the bid-offer spread 
to the VCG mid. For example, if the CIO VCG mid price was 35 and the threshold was 2, the 
acceptable valuation range for the trader-provided price would be 33 to 37. If the trader’s price 
fell within that range, under the Finn’s policy, CIO VCG could adopt that price as final. If the 
trader’s price fell outside that threshold, under the Finn’s policy, CIO VCG was to adjust the 
price to the closest outer boundary of the threshold. Thus, in the above example, if the trader had 
a price of 38, CIO would make a one-point adjustment to move the mark back to the closest 
outer boundary of 37.®’ PwC was aware of CIO VCG’s use of thresholds priorto the first 
quarter of 2012. 

CIO VCG conducted its price testing on the March 30 valuations for the Synthetic Credit 
Portfolio in April. In the course of this price testing, it observed that many of the positions were 
marked at or near the boundary of the bid-offer spread. However, because it concluded that they 


” VCG did not, as a technical matter, actually adjust the trader’s marks for individual instruments, rather 
it provided information to the CIO Middle Office, which simply made an aggregate dollar amount 
adjustment that resulted from the adjusted marks. 
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were within VCG thresholds (with exceptions for which an adjustment was made), it concluded 
that the trader marks were acceptable.** 

Although CIO VCG’s independent price-testing process, including the use of thresholds, 
was appropriately designed to deteimine whether a trader’s mark is a reasonable estimate of fan- 
value, CIO VCG price testing had been identified as having some deficiencies and 
inconsistencies in its price-testing practices. Specifically, on March 30, 2012, the Finn’s Internal 
Audit group issued a report on EMEA CIO Credit Market Risk and Valuation Practices in which 
it assigned a rating of “Needs Improvement.”*® This assessment of CIO VCG was due, in part,’® 
to the lack of “a formally documented price sourcing hierarchy to govern the consistent use and 
appropriate application of independent prices for price testing purposes” and “the lack of 
formally documented/consistently applied price testing thresholds.” With respect to the latter. 
Internal Audit concluded that thresholds were applied by CIO VCG “without sufficient 
transparency or evidence.” The “root cause” of the deficiencies and inconsistencies in CIO 


VCG’s calculation of the March month-end pre-adjustment difference between VCG prices and the 
traders’ marks contained mathematical and methodological errors; as these errors -were discovered, the 
figure was revised upwards to $5 12 million on May 9. In July, the difference between the VCG mid and 
the front office marks was adjusted to $677 million before the application of the thresholds, $660 million 
after the application of thresholds, and $472 million after the subsequent application of a liquidity reserve. 
See Section III.B. 

Internal Audit issues three ratings: Satisfactory, Needs Improvement, and Inadequate, The latter two 
are considered “adverse” ratings. CIO VCG received a “Satisfactory” rating in its prior audit of CIO 
EMEA Credit on February 26, 2010. 

As part of this same report. Internal Audit also identified weaknesses in CIO’s risk management 
practices, such as the use of unapproved risk and valuation models, a lack of documented stress testing 
methodology, and a need to enhance controls around certain aspects of the VaR calculation. 
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VCG’s price-testing practices was identified as “insufficient assessment/formalisation of certain 
price testing methodologies and poorly documented CIO VCG practices.”^' 

The Internal Audit report included an action plan for VCG to, among other things: (I) 
define and implement a price sourcing hierarchy to ensure a consistent and appropriate price 
sourcing and testing approach; (2) ensure price testing is performed consistently with front office 
marking policy; (3) document the rationale for and clearly define certain price-testing thresholds; 
and (4) improve evidence of certain price-testing processes. The individual who was the “issue 
owner” for this action plan had a target date of July 31, 2012, to complete the action plan. As 
part of his response to Internal Audit’s recommendation to more clearly demonstrate and 
document the use of thresholds, this individual immediately made certain adjustments to 
formulas in the spreadsheets he used. These changes, which were not subject to an appropriate 
vetting process, inadvertently introdnced two calculation errors, the effects of which were to 
understate the difference between the VCG mid-price and the traders’ marks. 

3. The “London Whale” Story and Senior Management’s Response 
On April 5, Ms. Drew sent an e-mail to the JPMorgan Operating Committee (which 
included Messrs. Dimon and Braunstein) in advance of articles that the Wall Street Journal and 
Bloomberg would be publishing the following day about one of the Synthetic Credit Portfolio 

Although the report was formally issued on March 30, consistent with Internal Audit’s processes. 
Internal Audit personnel interacted with CIO VCG, market risk management and Finance personnel 
during the audit process. In mid-to-Iate March, members of the audit team shared findings, 
communicated about management’s action plan, and obtained other input from Messrs. Goldman, 
Wilmot, Weiland and other members of CIO Market Risk, Finance and VCG, among others. 
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traders, whom the articles referred to as the “London Whale.” In her e-mail to the Operating 
Committee, Ms. Drew provided a brief overview of CIO’s investment strategies, explaining that 
the strategies had turned pro-risk and the Synthetic Credit Portfolio was moved into a long 
position, and that it had not performed as expected in 20 12.’^ She acknowledged that ( 1 ) the 
position was not sized or managed well; (2) mistakes were made, which she was in the process of 
addressing; (3) the losses to date were approximately $500 million, which netted to negative 
$350 million as a result of gains in other positions; and (4) Firm earnings for the first quarter had 
not been affected “since [CIO] realized gains out of the [$]8.5 billion of value built up in the 
securities book.” 

Mr. Braunstein and Ms. Drew met the following day, on April 6. Mr. Braunstein asked 
Ms. Drew to provide a detailed overview of the Synthetic Credit Portfolio’s position by the 
following Monday, April 9. Later on April 6, Mr. Braunstein sent Mr. Dimon a brief update on 
his discussions that day regarding the Synthetic Credit Portfolio. He informed Mr. Dimon that 
he “[slpoke with Ina. Would like to add a liquidity reserve” for [the] Series 9 Tranche Book 
(approx 150mm). Wilmot will be sending e-mail detailing analysis.” Mr. Braunstein also 
informed Mr. Dimon of the overview he had just asked Ms. Drew to prepare by April 9, and 
added that he was “working with [the Investment Bank] to make sure there are no similar 

” Although the Synthetic Credit Portfolio had shifted to a net long position by early April under CSW 
10%, it also continued to hold short risk positions and substantial “jump-to-default” protection. 

A liquidity reserv'e is taken to mitigate uncertainty when a price is not available or where the exit cost 
may be uncertain due to illiquidity. 
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positions in the [Investment Bank’s] book Separately think we need to look at coordinating 

between the CIO and [Investment Bank] approaches. Have talked to John Hogan about this as 
well.”’'* 

Meanwhile, Ms. Drew reached out to a senior member of the Synthetic Credit Portfolio 
team on the afternoon of April 6 and asked for a “full diagnostic,” explaining that the analysis 
should be “[m]ore focused on p [&] 1 than rwa at [the] moment[.]”'’* This individual said he 
would perform the work, and explained that any further losses would be the “result of further 
distortions and marks between the series where we are holding large exposures.” He added that 
he had “no doubt that both time and events are healing our position,” and stated that a trader with 
whom he had consulted was “convinced that our overall economic risk is limited.” He also 
noted that the traders were concerned that information about CIO’s Synthetic Credit Portfolio 
position had been leaked to the market - a concern they had expressed previously - suggesting 
that the losses may have been driven by their counterparties who, they believed, knew of CIO’s 
positions and were distorting the market. In a separate e-mail to Ms. Drew, a trader estimated 


Late on April 6, Mr. Braunstein also received an e-mail from Mr. Venkatakrishnan, via Mr. Hogan, 
stating that Mr. Venkatakrishnan had noticed that the notional exposures at CIO were very large, totaling 
about $ 1 0 trillion in each direction. Mr. Venkatakrishnan - who had become involved in early March to 
assist with RWA calculations - was concerned about counterparty credit risk (i.e., risk that a counterparty 
would fail), and pointed out that $6.5 trillion of these positions came from just four trades. Mr. 
Venkatakrishnan subsequently determined that these numbers were incorrect, however (he had not 
recognized that many of these trades were internal and thus netted out), and the total notionals w'ere much 
smaller than he had initially thought (although still large). Upon learning of this, on April 9, he informed 
Messrs. Hogan and Goldman that he was “more comfortable now.” 

” This focus differed from the focus at the end of March, which at that time was principally on RWA. 

58 



1024 


that, although he would conduct a confirmatory analysis, the worst-case scenario for the second 
quarter (excluding “very adverse” outliers) would involve losses of no more than “-200 MM 
USD . . . with the current book as it is.” 

Over the weekend of April 7 and 8, two of the traders prepared the requested analysis. 
One of them initially attempted to formulate a loss estimate by constructing numerous loss 
scenarios that were very harsh, and then evaluating how those scenarios would impact the 
Synthetic Credit Portfolio’s positions. For example, he assessed how the market might behave in 
a “bond market crash” or a “Middle East shock,” and then attempted to determine how that 
market behavior could affect the Synthetic Credit Portfolio. In this way, he generated a number 
of probability-weighted profit-and-loss estimates for the second quarter; the estimates ranged 
from losses of $750 million to gains of $1,925 billion, with six of the nine scenarios generating 
losses (the smallest of which was a loss of $350 million). 

This trader sent his loss estimates to the other on April 7. According to the trader who 
prepared the loss estimates, the other trader responded that he had just had a discussion with Ms. 
Drew and another senior team member, and that he (the latter trader) wanted to see a different 
analysis. Specifically, he informed the trader who had generated the estimates that he had too 
many negative scenarios in his initial work, and that he was going to scare Ms. Drew if he said 
they could lose more than $200 or $300 million. He therefore directed that trader to run a so- 
called “Monte Carlo” simulation to determine the potential losses for the second quarter. A 

Monte Carlo simulation involves running a portfolio through a series of scenarios and averaging 
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the results. The trader who had generated the estimates did not believe the Monte Carlo 
simulation was a meaningful stress analysis because it included some scenarios in which the 
Synthetic Credit Portfolio would make money which, when averaged together with the scenarios 
in which it lost money, would result in an estimate that was relatively close to zero. He 
performed the requested analysis, however, and sent the results to the other trader in a series of 
written presentations over the course of the weekend. This work was the basis for a second- 
quarter loss estimate of -$150 million to +$250 million provided to senior Firm management, 
described below. 

On April 8, the same trader sent a draft presentation - prepared based on the Monte Carlo 
analysis - to the other trader, and advised him that “[w]e should stress that some standalone 
economic scenarios can cost up to 500M although, mixing all the stress scenarios we get to a 
more decent number of 150 to 250 depending on whether spreads widen in Q2. The book keeps a 
useful optionality [i]f things turn really bad again. This is what it is meant for. I am reviewing 
now the names in IG on the run that could be damaging to us., they are very few given that we 
still have a short risk in IG14-IG1 5 and IG16 . . . .” 

On the afternoon of April 8, the trader who had generated the estimates was asked by a 
more senior team member for an estimate of potential profit-and-loss for the second quarter, with 
an 80% degree of confidence, assuming CIO held the positions and that they “maintain the book 
as balanced and ‘neutral’ as possible . . . .” The trader responded that he was “80pct confident 

the pnl for q2 is going to range between -150m and 250m.... This forecast includes the fact that I 
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am NOT optimistic for now about the impact of the recent press releases. I prefer to forecast q2 
results in light of what happened in end of q] His senior responded “Got ... it lef [s] hope 
it[’s] true - we must prove the point today[.]”’® 

That evening, Ms. Drew led a call with Mr. Goldman and the senior members of the 
Synthetic Credit Portfolio team - who, along with CIO Market Risk and others, had been 
involved with the profit-and-loss analysis and discussions over the weekend - to prepare for the 
following day’s meeting with Mr. Braunstein. After the call, one of the attendees ftom the 
Synthetic Credit Portfolio team e-mailed Ms. Drew, copying Messrs. Dimon, Braunstein and 
others, and provided an overview of the trading strategies. He explained that CIO had decided to 
neutralize the Synthetic Credit Portfolio at the end of 201 1 because of large realized gains at the 
end of 201 1 from a corporate default, among other things. He stated that the “attempt to 
neutralize the book ha[dj been unsuccessful,” and that they had lost $575 million on the high- 
yield short positions, but the investment-grade trade meant to neutralize the high-yield short 
position had delivered only $50 million in revenue, meaning that the Synthetic Credit Portfolio 
had lost $525 million year-to-date. He offered two reasons that the price movements of long and 
short positions had acted in what he characterized as an “idiosyncratic” manner and had not 
correlated with each other as expected: (1) the off-the-run long positions (IG-9 and iTraxx 9) 
steepened by 24 basis points because of excess liquidity and a “pro-risk environment” in the 

The full text of the senior team member’s e-mail stated that they must “prove the point today with as 
much ambiguity as poss[ible].” It is the Task Force's understanding that he meant to say “little” rather 
than “much.” 
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market; and (2) the series in which the Firm held key long positions (i.e., the IG-9) 
underperfomied other investment-grade indiees. He also explained that “we [had] ehosen these 
IG proxies” to offset the short high-yield positions because they contained “the very names that 
we are short in the HY instruments,” and that “although thus far unsuccessful, these IG proxies 
best neutralize and balance our synthetic books to event risk.” 

He concluded that the Synthetic Credit Portfolio was “overall risk balanced,” and for the 
second quarter, he provided an estimate of “a P&L range of -150MM to +250MM,” with a 
“significantly positive” upside potential in the event of corporate defaults. His statement about 
default protection was consistent with a contemporaneous analysis that was being performed by 
Mr, Venkatakrishnan and a member of Model Risk and Development, and provided to Messrs. 
Dimon and Braunstein, which concluded that “[t]oday there is considerable default protection 
coming from IG9 tranches . . . explaining that the IG-9 positions were currently positioned for 
a “gain of +146m on average per name to a loss of -572m per name post December 2012” for 
each of the 121 names in the IG-9 index.” 

On April 9, Ms. Drew, Mr. Braunstein, Mr. Wilmot, and an executive from the Synthetic 
Credit Portfolio team met to discuss the Synthetic Credit Portfolio. Ms. Drew told Mr. 
Braunstein that the Synthetic Credit Portfolio was balanced, and Mr. Braunstein requested 
additional follow-up, including a “clear analysis of the positions - maturities, balances, spreads 
(current) and normalized.” Mr. Braunstein updated Mr. Dimon by e-mail on this meeting, as 
well as on a number of other press- and analyst-related topics. Shortly after the meeting, the 
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executive from the Synthetic Credit Portfolio also forwarded Mr. Braunstein a written 
presentation on the Synthetic Credit Portfolio and information on a proposed liquidity reserve for 
the IG-9 tranches in the Synthetic Credit Portfolio. The presentation summarized likely profit- 
and-loss impacts under a variety of scenarios, all of which were viewed by Mr. Braunstein as 
manageable. 

That evening, Mr. Hogan e-mailed Mr. Dimon regarding CIO. Mr. Hogan had been 
independently discussing the Synthetic Credit Portfolio with Mr. Venkatakrishnan and an 
individual from Model Risk and Development, who were in London and had been assisting in 
assessing certain aspects of the Synthetic Credit Portfolio. Among other things, Mr. Hogan told 
Mr. Dimon that “the current issue [relating to losses incurred by the Synthetic Credit Portfolio] is 
fine and I understand the rationale for it,” but added that he thought the CIO needed “tighter 
govemance/controls/escalation protocols” and that he believed Ms. Drew agreed. Messrs. 
Braunstein and Hogan also received an analysis from Mr. Goldman regarding the Synthetic 
Credit Portfolio’s counterparty risk (i.e., risk based on the creditworthiness of particular 
counterparties and their ability to perform their contractual obligations). 

The following day, one of the traders also e-mailed Ms. Drew, Mr. Wilmot, Mr. 
Goldman, Mr. Weiland and an executive from the Synthetic Credit Portfolio team an explanation 
of why his team had decided to increase their investment-grade position instead of reducing 
high-yield short positions. He stated that they had been unable to trade out ofthe high-yield 
short positions and viewed the addition of a long-risk position in IG-9 as the “next best hedge.” 
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Mr. Wilmot forwarded a slightly revised version of this explanation to Messrs. Dimon, 
Braunstein, and Hogan. 

Mr. Wilmot also e-mailed Mr. Dimon, Mr. Braunstein, Mr. Hogan, Ms. Drew, and others, 
providing information on the size of the net positions in the Synthetic Credit Portfolio. The e- 
mail stated that CIO’s IG-9 position represented the equivalent of 10-15 trading days of 100% of 
the average daily trading volume.” This e-mail (along with a subsequent April 12 e-mail 
showing longer exit periods for certain of the IG-9 instruments) indicated that the positions were 
large, but senior Firm management took comfort from the fact that CIO had no need to sell the 
positions and could therefore wait until the market normalized. 

April 10 was the first trading day in London after the “London Whale” articles were 
published.’* When the U.S. markets opened {i.e., towards the middle of the London trading day), 
one of the traders informed another that he was estimating a loss of approximately $700 million 
for the day. The latter reported this information to a more senior team member, who became 
angry and accused the third trader of undermining his credibility at JPMorgan. At 7:02 p.m. 
GMT on April 10, the trader with responsibility for the P&L Predict circulated a P&L Predict 
indicating a $5 million loss for the day; according to one of the traders, the trader who circulated 
this P&L Predict did so at the direction of another trader. After a confrontation between the 

” This estimate was prepared by CIO Market Risk, and initially circulated to Ms. Drew, Mr. 
Venkatakrishnan, Mr. Goldman, Mr. Weiland and senior members of the Synthetic Credit Portfolio team. 
The estimate does not account for the size of IG-9 tranche positions, and also does not reflect the potential 
time required to exit the position, generally. 

The markets were closed in London on Monday April 9 due to the Easter holiday. 
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other two traders, the same trader sent an updated P&L Predict at 8:30 p.m. GMT the same day, 
this time showing an estimated loss of approximately $400 million. He explained to one of the 
other traders that the market had improved and that the $400 million figure was an accurate 
reflection of mark-to-market losses for the day. 

After the markets closed, Ms. Drew notified Messrs. Dimon and Braunstein about the 
day’s mark-to-market loss of $412 million. It was, she observed, an eight-standard-deviation 
event that she attributed to the market’s belief that JPMorgan would have to liquidate the 
positions described in the articles.™ Shortly thereafter, Ms. Drew circulated a second e-mail to 
Messrs. Dimon, Braunstein, Hogan, Zubrow, Staley, Goldman, Wilmot and an executive from 
the Synthetic Credit Portfolio, attaching the trader’s updated second-quarter profit-and-loss 
summary and scenario analysis, which was to be discussed the following morning.®” The 
analysis showed an 80% likelihood of a second-quarter result in the range of -$250 million to 
+$350 million for the Synthetic Credit Portfolio, with a lOVo “extreme” result of -$650 million 
and a 10% “optimistic” result of +$1,725 billion. 

On April 11, Messrs. Dimon and Braunstein received updates related to the Synthetic 
Credit Portfolio. Mr. Hogan also copied them on a description of the Investment Bank’s risk 
limits for comparable products and expressed the view that these should be implemented in CIO 

A senior member of the Synthetic Credit Portfolio team stated at the time that the losses were 
attributable to the market’s increased awareness of JPMorgan’s position and were thus part of an 
aberrational pattern that would eventually “mean revert.” 

The updated estimate noted that “these scenarios do not include 10 April P&L, which would accrete 
back into each scenario +$400MM, if re-calibrated for today’s market moves.” 
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as soon as possible. Mr. Hogan separately informed Mr. Braunstein that Mr. Venkatakrishnan 
had informed him - and had included in an analysis being prepared - that in an extreme loss 
scenario (of a steepening movement of 20 basis points), the total loss for the second quarter 
could be up to $ 1 billion if certain offsetting hedges did not work, and up to $550 million if they 
did work.^^ 

On April 11, Mr. Wilmot circulated to Messrs. Dimon, Braunstein and others a 
presentation on the Synthetic Credit Portfolio that addressed, among other things, notional 
exposure relative to various counterparties,*^ maturities, certain positions and profit-and-loss 
scenarios, noting that it had been reviewed with Jes Staley,*^ Mr. Braunstein, Ms. Drew, Mr. 
Zubrow and Mr. Hogan. The presentation outlined second-quarter profit-and-loss estimates for a 
number of scenarios, including a -$150 million “Status Quo” estimate and a +$350 million 
“Central Scenario” estimate.”*'^ Die presentation also detailed the extent of the Synthetic Credit 
Portfolio’s considerable default protection coming from the IG-9 tranche positions. It further 


The email circulating these materials reads: “Jamie, Attached please find a presentation on the synthetic 
credit book that was reviewed this afternoon with Doug, Jes, Ina, Barry and John. It covers the relevant 
data requests from the past several days.” This presentation was created by a member of CIO Market 
Risk, and initially circulated to Ms. Drew, Mr. Goldman, Mr. Wilmot, Mr. Weiland, Mr. 

Venkatakrishnan, and members of the Synthetic Credit Portfolio and Model Risk and Development 
teams, to use in an imspecified meeting. 

The notional information appears to be directed at counterparty risk, and identifies (among other things) 
the net notionals outstanding with other parts of the Finn (S 1 3 billion), with an exchange through which 
certain third-party trades are cleared ($96.7 billion) and with third parties for whom trades are not cleared 
through the exchange ($47.5 billion). 

Mr. Staley was, at this time, the Chief Executive Officer of the Investment Bank. 

The presentation also outlined a 10% “extreme” result of a $650 loss million and a 10% “optimistic” 
result of $1,725 billion gain. 
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included a description of Mr. Venkatakrishnan’s April 1 1 extreme loss scenario analysis, 
described above.*^ 

Finally, Messrs. Dimon and Braunsteih were provided an update on press activity. This 
included a Wall Street Journal article entitled “Making Waves Against the Whale,” which 
suggested that CIO’s activity in the market had affected prices, first by driving down the price of 
buying protection when it was selling a large amount of protection, and then causing the price of 
protection to go back up when CIO completely stopped selling protection. Mr. Braunstein 
forwarded the article to Ms. Drew and others and asked, “[i]f the selling pressure impact 
described in the article was accurate[,] then [might] the change in value [that is causing CIO to 
lose money] . . .be in part a return to a more normalized range post our selling activity.” One of 
the recipients responded by circulating an analysis from CIO Market Risk that, as he described it, 
demonstrated that CIO’s activity was “not a big driver of the market moves.” 

That same day (April 1 1), Ms. Drew forwarded to Messrs. Dimon, Braunstein, Hogan, 
Zubrow and others an “Executive Summary” e-mail written by one of the traders. This trader 
characterized the Synthetic Credit Portfolio as “balanced in terms of directionality.” He 


Mr. Venkatakrishnan’s estimate was based on an underlying analysis performed by CIO. Although not 
evident on the face of the document, the Task Force has determined that the underlying analysis was 
based on an incomplete analysis by CIO London of the potential risks presented by the Synthetic Credit 
Portfolio. Specifically, the analysis is predicated on losses arising from a steepening of the credit curve, 
and assumes the existence in the Synthetic Credit Portfolio of a significant flattening position that would 
limit potential exposure. In fact, there was not a significant flattener in the Synthetic Credit Portfolio, and 
the analysis also did not consider the impact of an outright movement in the curve. As a result, the 
presentation’s estimate of the worst-case profit-and-loss scenarios was understated. Mr. Venkatakrislinan 
was not aware of these issues when he assisted CIO. 

67 



1033 


acknowledged that the hedges in the Synthetic Credit Portfolio had not performed as expected 
and that the market “goes against all economic sense,” but stated that, although it “might take 
some time,” he remained “very confident” that the Synthetic Credit Portfolio would recover its 
losses for three reasons: (1) because of the increased carry the Synthetic Credit Portfolio gained 
as a result of market moves; (2) because of the possibility of future defaults that might generate 
revenue; and (3) because the market for the positions that should have (but had not yet) offset the 
losses would, in his view, “mean revert” and eventually begin to operate as expected. He also 
suggested that the press coverage may have played a role in distorting the market value of the 
positions. A chart attached to the e-mail shows that the Synthetic Credit Portfolio had almost 
doubled its net notional amount of certain synthetic credit positions since January 2012. 

Messrs. Dimon and Braunstein also received additional data from Ms. Drew and Mr. 
Goldman regarding the Synthetic Credit Portfolio on April 12, including additional information 
about the Synthetic Credit Portfolio’s net notionals, background on the synthetic credit market, 
the historic purpose of the Synthetic Credit Portfolio, and information regarding the size of 
certain IG-9 and high-yield positions. On the evening of April 12, as is customary, the Firm’s 
Executive Committee met in advance of the first-quarter earnings call that was scheduled for the 
following day. Ms. Drew spoke about CIO-related issues that would likely be raised the next 
morning. She stated that the Synthetic Credit Portfolio had significant value and was well- 
balanced, and that the current issues were a media event that had pushed the market against CIO. 
After the meeting concluded, Mr. Dimon confirmed with Ms. Drew that CIO could hold its 
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positions for as long as it wanted, and that no third party had a contractual right to force it to sell. 
Mr. Dimon wanted to confirm that CIO could hold the positions until the market returned to 
normal levels, and that there was no contractual risk that CIO would be required to sell imless it 
wanted to do so. 

The first-quarter earnings call was held on the morning of April 1 3 . During the earnings 
call, Mr. Braunstein addressed the Synthetic Credit Portfolio issues. While he had prepared 
remarks regarding the Finn’s financial results, he had not planned on addressing Synthetic Credit 
Portfolio positions, and thus did not have prepared remarks relating to CIO. However, shortly 
before the call, the Global Head of Corporate Communications suggested that Mr. Braunstein 
address the matter and he agreed to do so. Mr. Braunstein explained on the call that the 
Synthetic Credit Portfolio had historically taken positions designed to manage the potential 
losses that could result from a significant stress credit environment. Specifically, Mr. Braunstein 
explained that: 


. . . [W]e also need to manage the stress loss associated with that 
portfolio, and so we have put on positions to manage for a 
significant stress event in Credit. We have had that position on for 
many years and the activities that have been reported in the paper 
are basically part of managing that stress loss position, which we 
moderate and change over time depending upon our views as to 
what the risks are for stress loss from credit. 

Mr. Braunstein further stated his belief that the Firm was “very comfortable” with the positions. 

Mr. Dimon did not discuss the Synthetic Credit Portfolio in his opening remarks, but he 
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responded to analyst questions on the subject and agreed with an analyst’s characterization of the 
issue as a “tempest in a teapot.” 

Mr. Dimon had been briefed on the issue and the work being performed, although he had 
not been involved firsthand in many of the discussions that had taken place during that period.®^ 
After the analyst call, Mr. Dimon sent an e-mail to Mr. Hogan asking why the Synthetic Credit 
Portfolio team had decided to increase their investment-grade position instead of reducing the 
high-yield position. Mr. Hogan responded that he and Mr. Braunstein had asked the same 
question and had been told that increasing the position “was [the] most ‘efficient’ way to do it,” 
but that he (Mr. Hogan) thought that CIO had “wanted to improve the carry on the book by 
selling protection and taking in some premium.” 

4. Continued Declines and Internal Reviews 
In the week after the April 13 earnings call, the Synthetic Credit Portfolio experienced 
additional losses totaling approximately $117 million.*’ By the week of April 23, the losses 
began to accelerate rapidly. On April 23, the Synthetic Credit Portfolio experienced a single-day 


** Mr. Dimon had not been in the office from April 2 until his return on April 12. 

Mr. Goldman provided the DRPC on April 17 with an update on CIO’s activity, focusing on recent 
news reports regarding the so-called “London whale.” According to the meeting minutes, Mr. Goldman 
“reviewed the history of CIO’s synthetic credit book and how it fits within CIO’s overall hedging 
strategy. He described the attributes of the IG-9 index and how purchasing of that index was used to 
offset other existing positions. Mr. Goldman noted that recent news reports were based on an inaccurate 
market perception that the portfolio was unliedged, based on a lack of knowledge of how CIO manages 
the structural risk of the company; he reported that in fact the risk was balanced. In response to questions 
from the Committee, Messrs. Braunstein and Hogan noted that the information they had received was 
consistent with this analysis. Messrs. Goldman and Hogan also described an ongoing post mortem on 
these trades that includes governance and market limits.” 
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loss of approximately $161 million. This was followed by losses of approximately $82 million 
and $188 million on April 24 and 25, respectively (with a total loss of almost $800 million over 
the course of the six trading days ending on April 30). These losses were inconsistent with the 
earlier loss estimates and prediction from one of the traders that the market would “mean revert,” 
and they caused Messrs. Dimon, Braunstein and Hogan as well as Ms. Drew to question whether 
the Synthetic Credit Portfolio team adequately understood the Synthetic Credit Portfolio or had 
the ability to properly manage it. 

Senior Firm management decided to commission a thorough review of the Synthetic 
Credit Portfolio, conducted by personnel outside of CIO, in order to better understand the losses 
it was experiencing and whether the Synthetic Credit Portfolio was being properly managed. On 
April 26, Mr. Hogan directed a senior member of Firm-wide Market Risk to commence a 
position-by-position review of the Synthetic Credit Portfolio. This individual, who was in New 
York on business, returned to London on April 27 and began working with an experienced trader 
from the Investment Bank and others to analyze the Synthetic Credit Portfolio. As requested by 
Mr. Hogan, this team examined every position in the Synthetic Credit Portfolio, and attempted to 
understand how each position was performing and how it was (or was not) correlated to the other 
positions in the Synthetic Credit Portfolio. The team worked long hours on this review, 
reporting back to senior Firm management on daily update calls. By Sunday, April 29, after 
hearing its initial reports, Messrs. Dimon and Hogan asked the team to take over responsibility 
for the Synthetic Credit Portfolio. 
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The team continued their intensive review (and the twice-daily update calls) throughout 
the following week. The team, purposefiilly not taking into account CIO’s views as to what they 
had intended and how the Synthetic Credit Portfolio was supposed to work, independently 
analyzed the correlations among the various positions under a range of market scenarios. Based 
on this review, they concluded that the Synthetic Credit Portfolio was not as well protected 
against various market scenarios as had been previously thought. In addition, they found that the 
market’s knowledge of the positions and a continued decrease in liquidity made risk reduction 
even more challenging. 

5. Disclosure of the Losses 

The JPMorgan Audit Committee met on May 2 to review a draft of the first-quarter Form 
10-Q. At that meeting, Ms. Drew made a presentation on the Synthetic Credit Portfolio and 
explained the rationale for the trades that had been put on in the first quarter. Ms. Drew provided 
the explanation given to her previously by one of the traders as to the increase in the notional 
size of certain positions in the Synthetic Credit Portfolio, explaining (among other things) the 
RWA reduction required by the upcoming Basel rules, the anticipated improvement of the 
economy at the end of 201 1, the purported difficulties encountered by the traders in unwinding 
the positions, and the ensuing use of the IG-9 long position as an offset to the high-yield short 
positions. She also explained that the Synthetic Credit Portfolio had, by the date of the meeting, 
moved to a net long credit position. 
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The deadline for filing the Form 1 0-Q was May 1 0, and management noted at the May 2 
meeting that it would continue its efforts to understand the Synthetic Credit Portfolio’s positions 
- and the likely losses - as it prepared the Form 10-Q for filing. On May 10, JPMorgan filed its 
first-quarter 2012 Form 10-Q, and on an analysts’ call disclosed that the Synthetic Credit 
Portfolio had incurred approximately $2 billion in mark-to-market losses in the second quarter to 
date, with the possibility of additional future losses and volatility as the positions were unwound. 
As a result of the operational issues relating to the VaR model described in Appendix A, the 
Firm also stated on May 10 that it had reverted back to its prior VaR model for CIO. 

In addition to the review led by the senior individuals from Firm-wide Market Risk and 
the Investment Bank, the Finn also performed substantial additional work from late April up 
until the May 1 0 filing relating to the valuation of the positions in the Synthetic Credit Portfolio 
to confirm that they had been priced consistently with Firm policy and U.S. GAAP. The review 
had two primary components. First, a combination of individuals from CIO Finance, the Finn’s 
internal accounting department, valuation experts from the Investment Bank, and others 
examined the prices assigned by CIO to the positions in the Synthetic Credit Portfolio, including 
at March 30.** This work included collecting market information about the positions in the 
Synthetic Credit Portfolio; performing an analysis of the positions using the Investment Bank’s 
valuation methodology and personnel; and obtaining explanations from the traders about the 

** Price validation analyses were conducted by (among others) the Head of JPMorgan’s Accounting 
Policy Group for CIO EMEA. 


73 



1039 


bases for the prices assigned to the positions in question. The review of the pricing data 
confirmed that the valuations of the positions in the Synthetic Credit Portfolio were within the 
range of reasonable fair values for such instruments. Individuals working on the review 
understood that, although the March 30 trader marks for the Synthetic Credit Portfolio were 
aggressive, they were predominantly within the VCG thresholds.*^ And, when questioned about 
the March 30 marks, the traders all confirmed that the marks at March 30 reflected their good- 
faith estimation of the positions’ value, and one of them explicitly denied any bias. 

Second, in addition to the review of the front office marks, the Firm also conducted a 
review of the VCG process related to the valuation of the Synthetic Credit Portfolio. As a result 
of its work, the Firm confirmed that PwC was aware of the CIO VCG process and the Firm 
concluded that the process - including the identification of a mid-market price and application of 
a threshold around that price - was designed to result in marks that were compliant with U.S. 
GAAP. The Firm therefore concluded, after consultation with PwC (which was conducting its 
quarterly review procedures), that the marks were determined in accordance with U.S. GAAP 
and Firm policy. 

During its subsequent efforts to obtain and understand all the facts relating to the CIO 
losses, the Task Force became aware of facts that caused it (and the Firm and PwC) to revisit 


There were some marks that had been outside the thresholds, but those had been adjusted by VCG in 
early April to the threshold, for a total adjustment of approximately S17 million. 
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these conclusions With respect to the front ofiSce marks, the Task Force learned that not all of 
the marks appeared to reflect an unbiased assessment by tire front office of exit prices and 
instead that some of the marks reflected, at least in part, pressure exerted by one of the traders to 
minimize the losses shown. This new information, which was uncovered in electronic 
communications and recorded conversations subsequent to the May 10 filing, was shared with 
iPwC, and the Firm decided - following analysis and consultation with PwC - to restate its 
financial statements for the first quarter to reflect the valuations that would have been employed 
if the positions had been marked to an objectively determined “mid” valuation.^ The 
aimouncement of the restatement was made on July 13. 

D. Risk Limits and Excessions 

The three primary categories of risk metrics applicable to CIO were VaR, stress, and non- 
statistical credit-spread widening metrics (Credit Spread Basis Point Value (“CSBPV”) and 
CSW 10%®’). Pursuant to Firm policy, each of these metrics was subject to certain limits. 

Limits are classified by type, as Level 1, Level 2, or “threshold.” A limit’s type determines who 
is responsible for approving the limit, who receives notice of any excessions, and who within the 
Firm is responsible for approving any increases. The CIO Global 10-Q VaR and CIO stress 

Much of this subsequently discovered information is described in Section II.C.2 of this Report (among 
other places) and includes the discovery of the “divergence,” as well as the March 30 and April 10 
valuation-related events. 

” The Firm re-marked the positions to objectively determined “mid” valuations, which the Firm believes 
was reasonable under the circumstances. 

See Section II.D.2. 

See Section II. D. 3. 
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limits were Level 1 limits, while the CIO CSBPV and CIO CSW 10% limits were Level 2 limits. 
Any excessions of Level 1 or Level 2 limits had to be reported to the signatories to the limit, the 
Risk Committee for the line of business, and the Market Risk Committee or Business Control 
Committee for the line of business.®"' Under Firm policy, all excession notifications should 
include (1) a description of the limit excess, (2) the amount of the limit, (3) the exposure value 
(i.e., the amount by which the limit has been exceeded) and the percentage by which the limit has 
been exceeded, and (4) the number of consecutive days the limit has been exceeded. Excessions 
are addressed differently depending on type, but in the event of an “active limit excess,” which 
occurs when a business unit exceeds its own limit, the business unit “must take immediate steps 
to reduce its exposure so as to be witliin the limit,” unless a “one-off approval” is granted. A 
“one-off approval” refers to a temporary increase for a limited period of time; it must be 
provided by the persons who were responsible for setting the original limit. 

Limits are not rigid restrictions, and some excessions are expected. The excession 
process, however, serves an important ftmction; triggering discussion and analysis of the reasons 
for an excession and of the limit that has been exceeded. 


There was no specific number of days by which the notifications were required to be distributed at the 
time, although Market Risk Management typically sent such notifications within a matter of days of a 
limit having been exceeded. As described in Section 1V.B.2, as part of its remedial measures, the Firm 
has instituted a policy specifying procedures, including time limits, for escalation of limit excessions. 

’’ An earlier limit breach within CIO appears to have been part of the impetus for a review of CIO’s limit 
structure begun by CIO’s Head of Market Risk in the summer of 20 1 1 , described below. Beginning in 
March 2011, CIO’s aggregate stress loss limit was in breach for some time. The breach, which was 
discussed among the Chief Investment Officer, the Firm-wide Chief Risk Officer, and the CIO Head of 
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At various points and for different reasons, discussed in further detail below, the limits 
for each of these metrics were exceeded in the first quarter of 2012. The CIO Global 10-Q VaR 
limit was exceeded in the second half of January. These excessions were addressed by position 
changes and by implementation of a new VaR model, which had been in process for almost six 
months when the CIO VaR began to be exceeded. The other excessions of CIO limits in the first 
quarter of 2012, namely, the CSBPV limit, the CSW 10% limits, and the stress loss limits, were 
the subject of discussion within CIO, and, in the case of the stress loss limit, among senior Firm 
management. However, the trading had largely ceased by the time the aggregate CSW 10% limit 
and the stress loss limits, in particular, were exceeded in late March and April 2012.’^ 

1. Value at Risk 

VaR is a statistical estimate of the risk of loss on a portfolio of assets. A portfolio’s VaR 
represents an estimate of the maximum expected mark-to-market loss over a specified time 
period, generally one day, at a stated confidence level, assuming historical market conditions. 

Beginning in mid-January 2012, CIO breached its VaR limit on multiple days, which also 
contributed to breaches of the Firm’s VaR limit. CIO explained to Mr. Hogan and Firm-wide 
Market Risk that the breaches were being addressed in two ways: (1) continued management of 
CIO’s positions, and (2) implementation of a new, “improved” VaR model for CIO. In response 

Market Risk, appears to have been caused principally by activity unrelated to the Synthetic Credit 
Portfolio, in CIO’s international rates sector. 

** CIO’s mark-to-market CSW 10% limit was first exceeded on March 22, 2012, the day before Ms. Drew 

gave the instruction to stop trading. The aggregate CSW 10% limit was not exceeded until April 10, 

2012. 
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to the notification of a second consecutive breach in the Firm-wide VaR limit on January 18 
(which was primarily driven by “position changes in CIO”), Mh- Hogan requested that Mr. 
Weiland and a senior member of Firm-wide Market Risk look into the factors driving the 
increase in the CIO VaR and report back with a recommendation. Mr. Weiland advised Firm- 
wide Market Risk that it was CIO’s intention to “bring the VaR down, even under the current 
VaR model,” and another member of CIO Market Risk further advised that they expected the 
breach of the VaR limit to be resolved through “active risk management,” meaning by trading in 
a manner expected to reduce the risk profile of the portfolio. In an e-mail to Mr. Hogan on 
January 20, Mr. Goldman explained that “position offsets to reduce [the CIO] VaR” were 
happening daily. With respect to the implementation of a new VaR model, Mr. Weiland 
informed Firm-wide Market Risk that CIO was in the final phase of a model review for a “new 
VaR model for the tranche book” (meaning the Synthetic Credit Portfolio) and that the new 
model was expected to result in a lower VaR for CIO. 

Mr. Weiland recommended a temporary, one-off increase in the Firm-wide VaR limit, 
with an expiration set to coincide with the expected timing of the VaR model approval. A 
subsequent e-mail from Market Risk Reporting on January 23 requested Messrs. Dimon and 
Hogan’s approval for a temporary increase in the Firm’s 10-Q VaR limit*’ from $125 million to 
$140 million, expiring on January 3 1, 2012. The request noted that there was an approval 

” The Firm’s “lO-Q VaR” is the VaR for all the Firm’s mark-to-market positions; it includes CIO’s 
Global 10-Q VaR, 
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pending for a new model for the CIO Synthetic Credit Portfolio and that the new model was 
expected to reduce Firm-wide VaR back below the $125 million limit.’* Messrs. Dimon and 
Hogan approved the temporary increase in the Firm-wide VaR limit, and Ms. Drew approved a 
temporary increase in CIO’s 10-Q VaR limit. In an e-mail to Mr. Hogan on January 25, Mr. 
Goldman reported that the new model would be implemented by January 31 “at the latest” and 
that it would result in a “significant reduction” in the VaR. On January 28, in response to an 
inquiry from Mr. Hogan about the change in methodology, Mr. Goldman advised him that the 
new model had been approved by the Model Review Group and that the Model Review Group 
considered it to be “superior” to the model used by the Investment Bank. There was no 
corresponding change made to the CIO Global lO-Q VaR limit at the time of the new model’s 
implementation - i.e., it remained at $95 million.” Following implementation of the new model, 
the CIO VaR fell below the limit, as expected. 


As explained in further detail in Appendbt A, a significant reduction in the CIO VaR was expected 
upon implementation of the new model, which had been in development throughout the Fall of 201 1. The 
previous model was viewed as too conservative and the VaR that it was producing thus was considered to 
be too high. The new model was thought to be a substantial improvement that would more accurately 
capture the risks in the portfolio. 

^ A reduction in the CIO VaR limit was being considered at this time as part of a broader ongoing 
discussion about a revised limit structure for CIO. For example, in a January 25, 2012 e-mail exchange, 
Mr. Hogan asked Mr. Goldman whether CIO had any intention of further increasing its temporary VaR 
limit or recommending an increase in the Firm- wide VaR limit in response to the ongoing breaches in the 
CIO and Firm-wide VaR limits. Mr. Goldman replied, “The new VaR model was approved today and we 
will get a significant reduction under the limit when implemented - January 3 1” at the latest. 1 do not 
think it’s worth changing limits till [the new] model is implemented.” Although a proposal to reduce the 
VaR limit and to change the limit structure of CIO was under active discussion at this time (Messrs. 
Goldman and Weiland presented a version of it to Ms. Drew in February 2012 and Mr. Weiland made a 
presentation to the CIO Risk Committee in March), a new CIO limit structure was not implemented until 
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2. Credit Spread Basis Point Value 

CSBPV is one measure of the sensitivity of a portfolio to a one basis point move. With 
respect to the Synthetic Credit Portfolio, it reflected an aggregation of the CSBPV sensitivities of 
all the credit products (e.g., investment-grade and high-yield), unadjusted for correlations. 
Although Ms. Drew did not regularly receive reports with CIO’s CSBPV figures or receive 
notifications from Market Risk Reporting when the limit was exceeded (because it was a Level 2 
limit and she was not a signatory to it), there was discussion among other personnel within the 
CIO Risk Management function when the CSBPV limit began to be exceeded in the first quarter. 
For example, when the CSBPV limit was first breached on January 6, 2012, an individual from 
CIO Market Risk, in an e-mail to Mr. Goldman, Mr. Weiland and two senior members of the 
Synthetic Credit Portfolio team noted that CIO was actively taking steps to reduce risk in order 
to move within the CSBPV threshold. This individual continued to monitor the CSBPV limit 
status and to update his manager. Ms. Drew was aware, by virtue of an e-mail she received from 
Mr. Goldman on February 13, 2012, that the CIO Global Credit Spread CSBPV limit had been in 
breach for most of the year. She responded that she had no memory of this limit and that, in any 
case, it needed to be “recast with other limits” because it was “old and outdated.” It was one of 


May 2012, and those limits were substantially different from and more detailed than the limits that had 
been included in Mr. Weiland’s proposal. 
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the limits that was to be adjusted or replaced altogether as part of a proposal by Mr. Weiland to 
revise the CIO limit structure, which was pending at that time.'®® 

At various times, begiiming in February, CIO Market Risk suggested a temporary 
increase in the mark-to-market (“MTM”) CSBPV limit, from $5 million to $20 million, $25 
million or $30 million. On March 1, Firm-wide Market Risk Management e-mailed Mr. Weiland 
and a senior member of the Synthetic Credit Portfolio team (the signatories to the limit) 
requesting their approval to temporarily increase the aggregate and MTM CSBPV limits until 
March 31.'®' Although Mr. Weiland agreed with the suggestion to increase the limit, neither he 
nor his co-signatory from the Synthetic Credit Portfolio approved the request for a temporary 
increase and no such increases were implemented. An e-mail from Market Risk Management to 
the same signatories on March 26 advised that CIO had been breaching its aggregate and MTM 
CSBPV limits from February 21 through March 21 and that the breaches were “the result of 
portfolio and hedge rebalancing since start of 2012.” The notification went on to point out that 
the CSBPV had certain flaws that made it less reliable than the CSW 1 0% (i.e., that it was not 
normalized for the level of spreads and did not capture convexity) and that a full limit review 
was underway for the CIO business, which would result in a proposal that was expected to 
address those issues. 


See n. 99. 

"" The CSBPV for both the mark-to-market portfolio and part of the asset-backed securities portfolio are 
included in the calculation of the aggregate CSBPV metric. The MTM CSBPV limit takes into account 
only the CSBPV for the mark-to-market portfolio. 
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3. Credit Spread Widening 10% and Stress Loss 

The CIO CSW 10%'°^ aggregate and mark-to-market limits and the aggregate and mark- 
to-market stress loss limits began to be exceeded in late March. CSW 10% stresses all credit 
spreads in a book wider by 1 0% - for example, a CDS currently marked at 1 00 basis points will 
be revalued at 1 1 0 basis points - and then calculates the profit-and-loss effect. 

The CSW 10% mark-to-market limit began to be exceeded on March 22, 2012, and the 
CSW 10% aggregate limit began to be exceeded on April 10, 2012. The MTM limit breach was 
first reported in the CIO Daily Limit Report on March 26, 2012, and the aggregate limit breach 
was reported on April 11, 2012. The Daily Limit Report was distributed within CIO to, among 
others, Mr. Goldman and Mr. Weiland, although it was not distributed to Ms. Drew. It included 
a Position Limit and Loss Advisory Summary Report that provided detail on each of CIO’s 
limits, including the amount of each limit, the limit’s current level of utilization, the percentage 
by which a limit was in excess, if any, the amount of each limit in the previous four trading days, 
and the monthly trend for each limit. Both CIO CSW 10% limits continued to be exceeded 
throughout April. The excessions were attributed to “portfolio and hedge rebalancing since [the] 
start of 2012.” 

On March 29, 2012, the aggregate and mark-to-market stress limits for CIO, which were 
tested weekly, also began to be exceeded. Stress testing is used to measure the Firm’s 
vulnerability to losses under adverse and abnormal market environments. Its purpose is to assess 

For an explanation of CSW 10%, see n. 6. 
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the magnitude of potential losses resulting from a series of plausible events in these hypothetical 
abnormal markets. Stress testing is performed by applying a defined set of shocks, which vary in 
magnitude and by asset class, to a portfolio. For example, weekly testing stresses the Firm’s 
positions under a number of hypothetical scenarios such as a credit crisis, an oil crisis, and an 
equity collapse. On March 29, CIO exceeded its aggregate stress loss limit threshold, with the 
“oil crisis” stress test resulting in the “worst case scenario.” This excession and those that 
followed reflected the potential loss that was calculated by stressing the underlying positions. As 
described above, the notional value of the Synthetic Credit Portfolio grew over time during the 
months preceding March 29. The increase in notional value in turn resulted in a higher 
hypothetical stress loss when the Firm ran the Synthetic Credit Portfolio through its various 
stress scenarios. The stress loss excessions were reported in the first weekly stress report that 
followed, on April 6, 2012.’°^ CIO’s mark-to-market stress limit continued to be exceeded 
throughout April. By then, however, the trading that precipitated the losses in the Synthetic 
Credit Portfolio had ceased, 
in. Key Observations 

The Task Force agrees with Mr. Dimon’s public acknowledgement that CIO’s trading 
strategies for the Synthetic Credit Portfolio in the first quarter of 2012 were “poorly conceived 
and vetted,” CIO “did not have the requisite understanding of the risks [it] took,” and “risk 

The report was circulated to Mr. Dimon, Mr. Staley, Mr. Hogan, Mr. Zubrow, Ms. Drew, Mr. 

Goldman and Mr. Wetland, among others. 
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control functions were generally ineffective in challenging the judgment of CIO’s trading 
personnel.” 

A. CIO Judgment, Execution and Escalation in the First Quarter of 2012 Were 
Poor 

The Task Force has identified six areas in which CIO failed in its judgment, execution 
and escalation of issues in the first quarter of 2012: (1) CIO management established competing 
and inconsistent priorities for the Synthetic Credit Portfolio without adequately exploring or 
understanding how the priorities would be simultaneously addressed; (2) the trading strategies 
that were designed in an effort to achieve the various priorities were poorly conceived and not 
fully understood by CIO management and other CIO personnel who might have been in a 
position to manage the risks of the Synthetic Credit Portfolio effectively; (3) CIO management 
(including CIO’s Finance function) failed to obtain robust, detailed reporting on the activity in 
the Synthetic Credit Portfolio, and/or to otherwise appropriately monitor the traders’ activity as 
closely as they should have; (4) CIO personnel at all levels failed to adequately respond to and 
escalate (including to senior Firm management and the Board) concerns that were raised at 
various points during the trading; (5) certain of the traders did not show the full extent of the 
Synthetic Credit Portfolio’s losses; and (6) CIO provided to Firm management excessively 
optimistic and inadequately analyzed estimates of the Synthetic Credit Portfolio’s future 
performance in the days leading up to the April 13 earnings call. In addition, the Task Force has 
considered the impact of the Firm’s compensation structure on the events in question. 
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1. The Priorities 

By early 2012, CIO management, including Ms. Drew, had imposed multiple priorities 
on the Synthetic Credit Portfolio. These priorities included (1) balancing the risk in the 
Synthetic Credit Portfolio, (2) reducing RWA, (3) managing profits and tosses, (4) managing or 
reducing VaR, and (5) providing “jump-to-default” protection. These priorities were potentially 
in conflict, and the requirement that the traders satisfy alt of these goals appears to have 
prompted at least some of the complicated trading strategies that led to the losses. Rather than 
imposing a multitude of potentially competing priorities on the traders, CIO management should 
have determined (or engaged senior Firm management on the question of) which of these 
priorities should take precedence, how they could be reconciled, and how CIO intended to 
execute on the priorities. That did not occur and instead, CIO management imposed inconsistent 
and potentially competing priorities on its traders. 

2. The Trades 

The trading strategies that were put in place in early 2012 were poorly conceived and 
vetted, and neither the trading nor its impact on RWA were fully understood by CIO 
management or the traders. The Firm expected them to subject CIO trading strategies to rigorous 
analysis and questioning prior to implementation, and to understand the risks inherent in the 
trading strategies. Here, they did not, and instead put in place the trading strategy without fully 
understanding what risks were being taken on, particularly in light of the size of the positions 
being built over the course of the first quarter of 20 1 2. 
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3. The Reporting 

The Finn’s Chief Investment Officer did not receive (or ask for) regular reports on the 
positions in the Synthetic Credit Portfolio or on any other portfolio under her management, and 
instead focused on VaR, Stress VaR, and mark-to-market losses. As a result, she does not appear 
to have had any direct visibility into the trading activity, and thus did not understand in real time 
what the traders were doing or how the portfolio was changing. And for his part, given the 
magnitude of the positions and risks in the Synthetic Credit Portfolio, CIO’s CFO should have 
taken steps to ensure that CIO management had reports providing information sufficient to fully 
understand the trading activity, and that he understood the magnitude of the positions and what 
was driving the performance (including profits and losses) of the Synthetic Credit Portfolio. 

4. The Concerns 

A number of CIO employees, including Ms. Drew, Mr. Goldman, Mr. Wilmot, Mr. 
Weiland and members of the Synthetic Credit Portfolio team became aware of concerns about 
aspects of the trading strategies at various points throughout the first quarter.'”'* However, those 
concerns failed to be properly considered or escalated, and as a result, opportunities to more 
closely examine the flawed trading strategies and risks in the Synthetic Credit Portfolio were 
missed. Examples include (but are not limited to): 


See Section II. C. 1 . 
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December 2011 

• One of the traders raised concerns with senior members of the Synthetic Credit 
Portfolio team about P&L volatility that could accompany an effort to reduce 
RWA by selling protection. 

January 2012 

• In late January, Mr. Wihnot expressed concern to Mr. Goldman about the VaR 
levels. 

• On January 30, one of the traders wrote to another trader expressing concerns 
about the lack of liquidity in the market and the fact that any additions to the 
positions, notwithstanding any near-term benefits, would ultimately increase the 
risks and size of the Synthetic Credit Portfolio, as well as its sensitivity to price 
moves and trading costs. 

• On January 3 1, a senior member of the Synthetic Credit Portfolio team forwarded 
to Ms. Drew an e-maii exchange between himself and one of the traders, which 
included an e-mail from another of the traders. That senior member expressed the 
view that the Synthetic Credit Portfolio was not behaving as intended and that 
financial perfonnance was “worrisome”; the trader’s underlying e-mail noted that 
the losses were large because the notional size of the positions was large, and that 
the Synthetic Credit Portfolio was losing money on a number of positions. 

February 2012 

• On February 2, according to one of the traders, he advised Ms. Drew and another 
trader that the Synthetic Credit Portfolio could experience additional losses of 
$100 million, and explained that it was possible that they did not have the right 
long position in light of the characteristics of the lG-9 position and the relevant 
market dynamics. 

■ On February 2, Mr. Weiland sent an e-mail to one of the traders regarding VaR 
and RWA measurements for the Synthetic Credit Portfolio, expressing concern 
that that trader had provided an “overly optimistic” view of the likelihood that the 
Firm’s RWA model would be changed and the forward projection for RWA 
reduction. 
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• On February 13, Mr. Goldman e-mailed Ms. Drew and noted that the CIO Global 
Credit Spread CSBPV limit had been in breach for most of the year. 

• On February 15, Mr. Weiland noted for a member of CIO Market Risk (among 
others) that CIO had, since mid-January, been in breach of its CSBPV limits, 
primarily as a result of position changes in the Synthetic Credit Portfolio. 

March 2012 

• On March 1, one senior member of the Synthetic Credit Portfolio team expressed 
concern to another such member that the traders would be unable to defend their 
positions if they were forced to effect an unwind in order to meet RWA targets. 

• On March 7, Mr. Venkatakrishnan wrote to Ms. Drew, Mr. Hogan, Mr. Goldman, 
Mr. Weiland and Firm-wide Market Risk that the Synthetic Credit Portfolio’s 
RWA had increased by approximately $3 billion between January and February 
as a result of a $33 billion increase in notionals in long index risk. 

• On March 20, Ms. Drew and Mr. Goldman presented an overview of CIO to the 
DRPC. Neither of them raised the increasing mark-to-market losses, the 
substantial change in the trading strategy, the recent and ongoing breaches in 
certain of CIO’s risk limits, the significant growth in the Synthetic Credit 
Portfolio’s notionals, or the delay in the trading-based RWA reduction effort. The 
change in the VaR model and breaches of the CIO and Firm-wide VaR limits that 
had occurred in January 2012 were also not discussed. 

• By late March, one of the traders informed Ms. Drew that he was considering 
adding to the size of the Synthetic Credit Portfolio in order to “defend” their 
position, 

April 2012 

• In early April, Mr. Wilmot raised questions with Ms. Drew about whether the 
traders could effect the RWA reduction without an unwind of positions. 

These concerns were not fully explored. At best, insufficient inquiry w'as made into them 
and, at worst, certain of them were deliberately obscured from or not disclosed to CIO 


management or senior Firm management. Although in some instances, limited steps were taken 
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to raise these issues, as noted above, no one pressed to ensure that the concerns were fully 
considered and satisfactorily resolved. 

5. The Marks 

From at least mid-March through at least March 30, the traders did not provide good-faith 
estimates of the exit prices for all the positions in the Synthetic Credit Portfolio.'°^ That practice 
concealed from Ms. Drew and others their good-faith view of the market price of these positions, 
and it deprived management of a possible opportunity to curtail the trading before late March 
and potentially avoid some of the ensuing losses. When questioned about the marks in late April 
and early May prior to the Firm’s filing of its first-quarter Fonn 1 0-Q, they maintained that the 
marks had represented their good-faith judgments regarding fair value of the positions. The Task 
Force’s subsequent discovery that these statements were likely untrue caused the Firm to restate 
its earnings and re-file financial reports. 

6. The Estimates 

CIO provided in early April what in hindsight were overly optimistic and inaccurate 
analyses regarding the potential losses to which the Synthetic Credit Portfolio was exposed. 
These estimates all predicted that any losses would be in a range that was manageable for the 
Firm, and they were accompanied by assurances from CIO that the market was temporarily 
dislocated. The estimates generally predicted that the market would recover or “mean revert,” 

The Task Force has noted that some of the marks on the Synthetic Credit Portfolio’s positions at 
March 30 were within the bid/offer spread, but were to the benefit of the portfolio’s positions. 
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meaning that the market prices were distorted and that the prices would return to their historic 
average relationships to other instruments. CIO advised senior Firm management that the 
Synthetic Credit Portfolio was “overall risk balanced,” and for the second quarter, showed “a 
P&L range of - 1 50MM to +250MM,” with a “significantly positive” upside potential in the event 
of defaults. In fact, this profit-and-loss range turned out to be significantly off-the-mark, and the 
record uncovered during the Task Force’s subsequent investigation revealed that this profit-and- 
loss estimate was largely based on a Monte Carlo analysis in which the person performing the 
analysis did not have confidence, and w'hich appears to have been selected by his supervisor 
specifically because it generated more positive profit-and-loss estimates. Against the backdrop 
of the concerns that had been expressed internally at various points during the first quarter of 
2012 by (or to) Ms. Drew, Mr. Wilmot, and members of the Synthetic Credit Portfolio team, the 
optimistic estimates failed to provide Messrs. Dimon, Braunstein and Hogan with a complete 
picture of how the team managing the Synthetic Credit Portfolio viewed it and the concerns they 
had previously raised within CIO. This failure was especially critical in early April when senior 
Firm management was focused on preparations for the April 13 earnings call and was relying on 
Ms. Drew to provide and explain information regarding the Synthetic Credit Portfolio. 

It bears mention that, although these faulty estimates were largely initially generated by a 
trader (working with another more senior trader), there were other employees in CIO, including 
in its Risk, Finance and management functions, who were positioned to consider and question 
the validity of these estimates. They failed to do so adequately, and instead, accepted these 
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estimates - together with the assertions that the Synthetic Credit Portfolio was “balanced” - and 
passed them along to senior Firm management. On this score, senior members of the Synthetic 
Credit Portfolio team, including Ms. Drew, as well as CIO Finance and CIO Risk Management, 
should have more thoroughly questioned, tested and/or caused others to test the estimates and 
conclusions being presented. 

7. Compensation Issues 

Incentive-based compensation systems are premised on the basic assumption that one of 
the factors that influence individuals’ performance and conduct is financial reward. When 
employees take steps such as those that led to the losses in the Synthetic Credit Portfolio, the 
question naturally arises whether something in the compensation framework incentivized them to 
do so and whether the Task Force should be recommending adjustments to that framework. 
Based on the Task Force’s review, however, there does not appear to be any fundamental flaw in 
the way compensation was and is structured for CIO personnel.'®* What the incident does 
highlight is the particular importance of clear communication to front office personnel engaged 
in activities not expected to generate profits (such as the winding down of a trading portfolio) 
that they will nonetheless be compensated fairly for the achievement of the Firm’s objectives, 
including effective risk management. 

To this end, the Task Force believes that even if the traders and others had received only a fixed salary 
and no incentive compensation, they nevertheless might have harbored concerns about the consequences 
of losses on their future salary and professional prospects in light of the Synthetic Credit Portfolio 
unwind. 
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CIO does not have its own incentive compensation system; instead, it participates in the 
Firm-wide annual incentive plan that is reviewed and overseen by the Compensation and 
Management Development Committee of JPMorgan’s Board of Directors. Awards under the 
plan are discretionary and non-formulaic, and compensation is dependent on multiple factors that 
can be adjusted and modified depending on the particular circumstances. These factors include 
financial performance - for the Firm, for the business unit and for the individual in question - 
but they also consider “how” profits are generated, and compensation decisions are made with 
input from Risk Management and other control functions (as was the case for CIO).'°^ 

The Task Force has found little in the form of direct evidence to reveal what Ms. Drew 
and the other Synthetic Credit Portfolio managers and traders were thinking about their own 
specific compensation as they made decisions with respect to the Synthetic Credit Portfolio. 
Throughout the relevant period, however, at least two of the traders clearly maintained a strong 
focus on daily, monthly and quarterly profit-and-loss numbers, and were acutely concerned about 
mounting losses in the Synthetic Credit Portfolio. At the beginning of 20 1 2, a priority for CIO 
was to reduce RWA, and the Synthetic Credit Portfolio was a significant user of RWA. There 
was also a belief that CIO should neutralize the credit exposure of the Synthetic Credit Portfolio. 
And there was recognition, reflected in the February 2012 CIO Business Review, that “[djespite 
the effectiveness of the Tail Risk Book hedging credit portfolio, the change in regulatory capital 

Risk management pensonnel were asked to provide input on the traders during their 201 lannual 
performance reviews. None of the input raised risk -oriented concerns. 

92 



1058 


regime is likely to force a re-size / run-off of synthetic portfolio in order to maintain RWA 
targets for the Firm.” Ms. Drew and other senior members of the Synthetic Credit Portfolio team 
knew that winding down the portfolio brought with it the likely prospect Of significant trading 
costs (that is to say, from a profit-and-loss perspective) in implementing this priority. 

As a result, the Task Force believes that the CIO management, including Ms. Drew, 
should have emphasized to the employees in question that, consistent with the Firm’s 
compensation framework, they would be properly compensated for achieving the RWA and 
neutralization priorities - even if, as expected, the Firm were to lose money doing so. There is 
no evidence that such a discussion took place. In the future, when the Firm is engaged in an 
exercise that will predictably have a negative impact (either in absolute terms or relative to past 
performance) on a front office employee’s or business unit’s contribution to the Firm’s profits 
and losses, the Firm should ensure those personnel are reminded that the Firm’s compensation 
framework recognizes that losses (as well as profits) are not necessarily the measure of success. 
This approach is fully consistent with the current incentive compensation structure, but should be 
reinforced through clear communication. 

B. The Firm Did Not Ensure that the Controls and Oversight of CIO Evolved 
Commensurately with the Increased Complexity and Risks of Certain CIO 
Activities 

The Task Force believes that the Firm did not ensure that the controls and oversight of 
CIO evolved commensurately with the increased complexity and risks of CIO’s activities. As a 
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result, there existed significant risk management weaknesses within CIO that played a key role in 
allowing the flawed, risky trading strategies to be pursued. 

For a significant period of time prior to the first quarter of 20 1 2, CIO was subjected to 
less rigorous scrutiny than client-facing lines of business. The lower level of oversight 
engendered weak risk management and infrastructure within CIO, which performed ineffectively 
at a time when robust, effective controls were most needed. Granular limits were lacking, and 
risk managers did not feel adequately empowered. These matters became even more critical 
once the Synthetic Credit Portfolio grew in size, complexity and risk profile during the first 
quarter of 2012. Further, by the time the Firm’s new Chief Risk Officer was appointed in 
January 2012 and launched an effort to compare and improve practices throughout the Firm, it 
was too late to build the risk controls and develop the structure that may have helped to prevent 
the losses in CIO. 

The Task Force has identified six factors that it believes may have led to less rigorous 
scrutiny for CIO. First, CIO and the Synthetic Credit Portfolio had largely performed very well 
in the pdst. Neither had a history of significant losses and, as Mr. Dimon has explained, there 
“was a little bit of complacency about what was taking place [in CIO] and maybe 
overconfidence.” Moreover, CIO EMEA Credit - the unit in which the Synthetic Credit 
Portfolio was located - had not previously experienced major control issues. In particular, CIO 
EMEA Credit received “Satisfactory” ratings in prior audits. Nevertheless, senior Firm 
management did not take sufficient steps to confirm the belief that CIO was subject to 
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appropriate oversight and risk limits, nor did they confirm how the Firm-wide Risk organization 
was monitoring and overseeing CIO’s activities. 

Second, CIO is not a client-facing business and does not involve the host of regulatory, 
risk and other limits applicable to dealings between the lines of business and their clients, which 
require more attention from various control functions, including compliance, audit, legal and 
finance. There was no meaningful effort to ensure that, notwithstanding this fact, CIO was 
subject to appropriately rigorous risk and other limits and was updating those limits on a regular 
basis. 

Third, the more conservative nature of the majority of CIO’s portfolio, as well as its 
overall mandate to invest the Finn’s investment portfolio in “top of the capital structure” 
instruments, may have suggested to senior Firm management that CIO did not present significant 
risks. 

Fourth, the large size of CIO’s overall portfolio may explain the lack of an aggressive 
reaction of numerous people, including senior Firm management, to the relative size of the 
Synthetic Credit Portfolio. When coupled with representations of CIO traders and management 
that the Synthetic Credit Portfolio was “balanced” (as well as the fact that CIO could hold the 
positions for a long period), the notional numbers that were being discussed at the time were 
large but not alarming. But, the growth in the notional size of the Synthetic Credit Portfolio 
during the first quarter of 2012 should have prompted additional scrutiny by the Risk 
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organization (at both the Firm and CIO level) into both the trading strategies that had caused this 
growth and the proposed exit strategy. 

Fifth, the implementation of a new model that significantly reduced CIO’s VaR likely 
distracted focus from the increase in VaR that occurred in January 2012. Absent the new model, 
or if VaR limits had been promptly adjusted downward following the implementation of the new 
model, breaches of the CIO Global 10-Q VaR limit would have continued, and could have 
triggered a more rigorous analysis by Risk Management personnel both inside and outside CIO - 
potentially leading to earlier discovery of the risks in the Synthetic Credit Portfolio and 
modification or termination of the trading strategies that persisted through late March. 

Sixth, the CIO Risk organization did not mature into the type of robust and independent 
function that is needed for trading activities that involve significant risk. The CIO Risk function 
was not staffed with as many experienced or strong personnel as it should have been. The Firm- 
wide Risk organization bears responsibility for not having built, over time, a strong, independent 
Risk function within CIO. This failure meant that notwithstanding the new Chief Risk Officer’s 
efforts beginning in early 2012 to improve controls and oversight, the necessary infrastructure 
was not in place when the need arose and the CIO Risk function was tested. CIO management 
also bears responsibility for this weakness in the CIO Risk function. 

In addition to these risk-related controls, the Task Force has also concluded that the Firm 
and, in particular, the CIO Finance function, failed to ensure that the CIO VCG price-testing 

procedures - an important financial control — were operating effectively. As a result, in the first 
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quarter of 2012, the CIO VCG price-testing procedures suffered from a number of operational 
deficiencies. For example, CIO VCG did not have documentation of price-testing thresholds. In 
addition, the price-testing process relied on the use of spreadsheets that were not vetted by CIO 
VCG (or Finance) management, and required time-consuming manual inputs to entries and 
formulas, which increased the potential for errors. 

C. CIO Risk Management Was Ineffective in Dealing with Synthetic Credit 
Portfolio 

CIO Risk Management lacked the personnel and structure necessary to properly risk- 
manage the Synthetic Credit Portfolio, and as a result, it failed to serve as a meaningful check on 
the activities of the CIO management and traders. This occurred through failures of risk 
managers (and others) both within and outside of CIO, 

CIO’s Risk Management group faced key organizational challenges during the relevant 
period - from the end of 20 1 1 through the first quarter of 20 1 2 - and in particular was faced with 
transitions in key roles. The position of Chief Risk Officer within CIO was filled by Mr. 
Goldman in January 2012. Previously, Mr. Weiland, the head of CIO Market Risk, had overseen 
Risk Management within CIO since the principal risks taken by CIO were market risks. In his 
capacity as de facto Chief Risk Officer for CIO, Mr. Weiland had reported to Mr. Zubrow, who 
served as the Finn’s Chief Risk Officer until January 13, 2012.'°* Mr. Weiland participated in 

After Mr, Goldman took over as CRO for CIO, Mr. Weiland maintained his responsibilities for CIO 
Market Risk but reported to Mr. Goldman rather than Mr. Zubrow, with "dotted line” reporting to Firm- 
wide Market Risk in February 2012. 
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Mr. Zubrow’s management team meetings and sat on the Firm-wide Risk Working Group, 
chaired by Mr. Zubrow. 

Prior to Mr. Goldman’s appointment as CIO Chief Risk Officer, his previous experience 
had been as a trader and as a manager and executive responsible for corporate strategy. His only 
previous direct experience with risk management was as chair of the Fixed Income Trading Risk 
Management Committee at another large firm, a position he had held more than 10 years 
earlier."® As a result, although he had been working in another role within CIO before being 


Mr. Goldman was previously Head of Strategy for CIO. Before joining JPMorgan, Mr. Goldman held 
several roles at Cantor Fitzgerald. He served first as Chief Executive Officer and President of debt capital 
markets and asset management, and then as Chief Executive Officer and President of Cantor’s broker 
dealer, where he oversaw that firm’s strategy and global expansion. After leaving Cantor Fitzgerald in 
2007, Mr. Goldman was hired by Ms. Drew as a portfolio manager in CIO in January 2008. He 
subsequently took a leave of absence in June 2008, and later resigned, in order to respond to a New York 
Stock Exchange investigation involving allegations that Cantor Fitzgerald had failed to supervise Mr. 
Goldman because he had traded stocks in his personal accounts while simultaneously trading in those 
same stocks in Cantor Fitzgerald’s proprietary accounts. After the New York Stock Exchange inquiry 
concluded with no action against Mr. Goldman, Ms. Drew hired him to work directly for her on strategic 
projects, primarily related to asset allocation. In late 2010/early 2011, Ms. Drew and Mr. Zubrow, whose 
wife’s sister is married to Mr. Goldman, began a search to fill the newly created position of Chief Risk 
Officer of CIO. Ms. Drew and Mr. Zubrow created the position because CIO had been growing and then- 
view was that they needed to enhance CIO’s Risk staffing. They engaged an executive search firm, 
which met with nearly a dozen individuals. However, none of the candidates who advanced to interviews 
with CIO management was deemed to be right for the position, and in late 201 1, the search was put on 
hold. Shortly after learning of Mr. Hogan’s impending appointment as Chief Risk Officer for the Firm, 
Mr. Zubrow and Ms. Drew discussed Mr. Goldman for the role of Chief Risk Officer of CIO. Ms. Drew 
believed that Mr. Goldman was a good choice for the job, based on, among other things, his 
understanding of markets. She secured Mr. Hogan’s assent to the appointment. While others at the Firm 
were aware of Mr. Goldman’s background and relationship with Mr. Zubrow and Ms. Drew and Mr. 
Zubrow may have assumed Mr. Hogan’s awareness, Mr. Hogan did not in fact know of the relationship 
between Messrs. Zubrow and Goldman, or of the earlier New Y ork Stock Exchange investigation. Mr. 
Hogan considered the hiring of Mr, Goldman as CIO Chief Risk Officer as effectively Mr. Zubrow’s last 
persoimel appointment rather than as his first. Nevertheless, in reliance on the recommendations of Mr. 
Zubrow and Ms. Drew, Mr. Hogan believed that Mr. Goldman was a good fit for the CIO CRO position, 
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appointed CIO Chief Risk Officer, he was still climbing the learning curve when much of the 
trading at issue was conducted.”” 

Meanwhile, other senior risk management positions were in transition during this time, 
including the Firm’s Chief Risk Officer (Mr. Flogan) and the Finn’s Head of Market Risk. (Mr. 
Hogan was appointed Chief Risk Officer in January 2012.) Having both previously served in the 
Investment Bank, these individuals were still in the process of becoming acquainted with CIO’s 
activities and Risk Management function, as well as that of other parts of the Firm, at the time 
the relevant trading strategies were being executed. 

The CIO Risk function had also been understaffed for some time, and CIO management, 
rather than the Risk function, had been the driving force behind the hiring of at least some of the 
risk personnel. Although CIO had long-tenured Risk personnel in less senior positions (such as 
Mr. Weiland), they appear not to have been expected, encouraged or supported sufficiently by 
CIO management or by the Firm-wide Risk organization to stand up forcefully to the CIO front 
office and to vigorously question and challenge investment strategies within CIO. Rather, at 


and was comfortable that Mr. Goldman’s broad managerial and trading experience had provided him with 
the necessary skill set for the position. The Task Force notes that the Firm should have a more formal 
process in place, with the participation of the Finn’s Human Resources personnel, to assure that, in 
connection with the hiring of Operating Committee members and their direct reports, the Firm and all 
appropriate personnel are aware of all relevant background information. If, with that additional 
information, Mr. Hogan had any concerns or reservations about Mr. Goldman, he could have taken any 
steps he deemed necessary to satisfy himself. 

The Task Force has considered whether former traders are qualified to serve as risk managers, and 
believes that they can be, as trading experience is highly relevant. Indeed, some of the Firm’s best risk 
managers have backgrounds as traders. 
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least with respect to some Risk managers, such as Messrs. Goldman and Weiland, there was a 
sense that they were accountable first and foremost to CIO managers rather than to the Firm’s 
global Risk organization. They generally did not feel empowered to take the kinds of actions 
that risk managers elsewhere within the Firm believed that they could and should take. 
Responsibility for this failure lies not only with CIO Risk managers, but with Ms. Drew as well. 

Further, the CIO Risk Committee met only three times in 201 1 . There was no official 
membership or charter for the CIO Risk Committee and attendees typically included only 
personnel from CIO, such as the regional Chief Financial Officers and Chief Investment 
Officers, the Chief Risk Officer, the Chief Operating Officer, the Global Chief Financial Officer, 
and Ms. Drew. Although Mr. Zubrow regularly was invited to attend CIO Risk Committee 
meetings, he typically did not do so, in contrast with his frequent participation in Investment 
Bank Risk Committee meetings. Had there been senior traders or risk managers from outside 
CIO or had the CIO Risk Committee met more often, the process might have been used to more 
pointedly vet the traders’ strategies in the first quarter of 2012. As it was, the Committee was 
too slow to recognize the need to put in place risk limits specific to the Synthetic Credit Portfolio 
or an updated limit structure for CIO as a whole."' 

Internal Audit’s report dated March 30, 2012, which examined CIO EMEA Credit’s control structure 
as of year-end 2011, stated that “CIO is currently undertaking a comprehensive review of the risk 
measurement limits framework across all asset classes to assess potentially required enhancements 
including whether additional risk factors are required for inclusion” As a result, although Internal Audit 
noted that CIO did not “explicitly measure the portfolio sensitivity to certain potentially applicable risk 
measures such as bond/CDS basis, index basis and prepayment risk,” a detailed assessment was not 
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CIO Risk Management personnel fell well short of the Firm’s expectations. First, 
contrary to Firm policy, they did not conduct any review of the adequacy of CIO’s risk limits 
between 2009 and 2011.' Second, they failed to appreciate and to escalate the significance of 
the changes in the nature and size of positions that were occurring in the Synthetic Credit 
Portfolio, despite having been presented with information and metrics that could have alerted 
them to a problem earlier, and dismissed too easily breaches of existing limits. Third, as 
discussed in Appendix A, they were not sufficiently engaged in the development and subsequent 
implementation and operation of the VaR model. They took passive roles in the model’s 
development and review and took no steps to ensure that the action plans required by the model 
approval were completed or that the model was implemented as intended. Similarly, although a 
proposal was under consideration to lower the VaR limit contemporaneously with the VaR 
model change in January, it was not acted upon until May 2012. Fourth, CIO Risk managers 


performed of the market risk limits as part of this audit and the existing limits were not identified as 
significantly outdated. 

Under the Market Risk Limits Policy applicable to CIO before May 2011, the review of limits and 
limit utilizations was required only annually, as opposed to semi-aimually. Notwithstanding this 
requirement, prior to May 201 1, the last review of all CIO limits was conducted by CIO in 2009. A new 
Market Limits Policy became effective in May 2011. Under the more recent policy, limits are required to 
be established by Market Risk and business heads, and certain of these are required to be reviewed at least 
armually by the Board and semi-annually within each line of business. In the first quarter of 2012, Mr. 
Weiland was in the process of developing a proposal to revise the CIO limit structure. He began that 
process in July 201 1, recognizing that a semi-annual review of the limits had not yet been conducted and 
that certain of CIO’s limits need to be revised and/or updated. He discussed an early version of his 
proposal at one of his weekly meetings with Ms. Drew in the summer of 20 1 1 . When Mr. Goldman 
became CIO’s Chief Risk Officer in January 2012, he became involved in the process as well. Although 
the proposal was the subject of active discussion in the first quarter of 2012 and a version of it was 
presented to the CIO Risk Committee in late March, new. limits were not implemented until May 2012. 
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themselves fell short of expectations in implementing a strong Risk function. In particular, they 
did not establish a relationship with CIO management that enabled Risk personnel to feel 
comfortable voicing opposition to management. 

The Task Force notes that, although it believes that primary control failures were risk 
management failures, it has also considered whether the CIO Finance organization - and in 
particular its former CFO - could or should have done more. The primary responsibility of the 
CFO of CIO, like the CFO of the lines of business, is to oversee the Finance organization within 
that unit and ensure that effective financial controls are in place. As described above, the Task 
Force notes that the CIO Finance organization’s VCG process, while appropriately designed, 
suffered from operational shortcomings that became more pronounced in the first quarter of 2012 
as the size and characteristics of the Synthetic Credit Portfolio changed. In addition, the failure 
to have robust reporting protocols, including sufficient circulation of daily trading activity 
reports, made early detection of problems less likely. 

In addition to the core responsibility of overseeing the line of business Finance function, 
the Task Force believes that a line of business CFO - like all members of senior management of 
a unit - bears additional responsibility for identifying and reacting to significant financial risks. 
To this end, the Task Force believes that, although primary responsibility for managing risk lies 
with the business head and Risk organization, the CFO of CIO (like the other members of CIO 
senior management) missed a number of opportunities during the first quarter to meaningfully 
challenge the trading strategy. 


102 



1068 


D. Risk Limits for CIO Were Not Sufficiently Granular 

The risk limits in place before May 2012 applied to CIO as a whole (and not to the 
Synthetic Credit Portfolio in particular) and were insufficiently granular. There were no limits 
by size, asset type or risk factor for the Synthetic Credit Portfolio; indeed, there were no limits of 
any kind specific to the Synthetic Credit Portfolio. When contrasted against the granular and 
tailored risk limits that are applied elsewhere in the Firm, it is evident that the Finn-wide Risk 
organization failed to ensure that CIO was subject to appropriately rigorous risk controls.’ 

The risk limits for the Synthetic Credit Portfolio should have been specific to that 
portfolio and should have applied to the specific risks being taken. For example, these more 
granular limits should have included specific controls on notional size (particularly for less liquid 


Prior to 2009, Single Name Position Risk (“SNPR”) limits applied to the Investment Bank, but CIO 
did not trade in any single names and hence did not have any single name limits. The Firm’s SNPR 
policy thus exempted the following assets, among others, from its scope: (1) investments managed by 
CIO as part of the Firm's Strategic Asset Allocation investment portfolio; and (2) CIO mdex and index 
tranche activity. Messrs. Zubrow and Weiland agreed that these assets should be exempt from the policy 
because they were longer-term, strategic investments and because calculating single name default 
exposure for a portfolio of indices and tranches is extremely complex. As CIO began to add positions 
with exposures to single names, Messrs. Zubrow and Weiland approved sets of name-specific limits for 
the particular names to which CIO’s indices and tranches had single name exposure. These limits were 
separate from the SNPR limits applicable to the Irivestment Bank, and trading in these instruments by 
CIO did not result in SNPR limits usage. By late 2011 and early 2012, CIO’s exposure to single names 
grew to the point that Mr. Weiland and Firm-wide Market Risk agreed that it made sense to include the 
calculation of that exposure within the SNPR policy, because the amount and aggregation of those 
exposures were becoming more significant. In early 2012, they began to discuss how to include CIO’s 
index and index tranche activity within the SNPR. The exact means by which that would be done were 
the subj ect of ongoing discussion throughout the first quarter of 20 1 2, due to the complexity of the 
calculations and the fact that including the short positions in the Synthetic Credit Portfolio in the SNPR 
would have had the effect of creating more availability for the limit (in part, because CIO owned equity 
protection, meaning that it earned money on individual defaults). 
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positions) as well as specific limits on credit risk and on counterparty risk. More numerous and 
specific limits may have increased focus on the risks in the Synthetic Credit Portfolio earlier. 

E. Approval and Implementation of CIO Synthetic Credit VaR Model Were 
Inadequate 

In a number of respects, the process surrounding the approval and implementation of the 
new VaR model was inadequate. First, inadequate resotirces were dedicated to the development 
of the model. The individual who was responsible for the model’s development had not 
previously developed or implemented a VaR model, and was also not provided sufficient support 
- which he had requested - in developing the model. 

Second, the Firm model review policy and process for reviewing the new VaR model 
inappropriately presumed the existence of a robust operational and risk infrastructure similar to 
that generally found in the Firm’s client-facing businesses. It thus did not require the Model 
Review Group or any other Firm unit to test and monitor the approved model’s implementation. 
Back-testing was left to the discretion of the Model Review Group before approval and was not 
required by Firm policy. In this case, the Model Review Group required only limited back- 
testing of the new model, and it insufficiently analyzed the results that were submitted. 

Third, and relatedly, the Model Review Group’s review of the new model was not as 
rigorous as it should have been and focused primarily on methodology and CIO-submitted test 
results. The Model Review Group did not compare the results under the existing Basel I model 
to the results being generated under the new model. Rather, it theorized that any comparison of 
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the numbers being produced under the two models was unnecessary because the new model was 
more sophisticated and hence was expected to produce a more accurate VaR. 

Fourth, the model was approved despite observed operational problems. The Model 
Review Group noted that the VaR computation was being done on spreadsheets using a manual 
process and it was therefore “error prone” and “not easily scalable.” Although the Model 
Review Group included an action plan requiring CIO to upgrade its infrastructure to enable the 
VaR calculation to be automated contemporaneously with the model’s approval, the Model 
Review Group had no basis for concluding that the contemplated automation would be possible 
on such a timetable. Moreover, neither the Model Review Group nor CIO Risk followed up to 
determine whether the automation had in fact taken place. 

Fifth, CIO Risk Management played too passive a role in the model’s development, 
approval, implementation and monitoring. CIO Risk Management personnel viewed themselves 
more as consumers of the model than as responsible in part for its development and operation. 

Sixth, CIO’s implementation of the model was flawed. CIO relied on the model creator, 
who reported to the front office, to operate the model. Data were uploaded manually without 
sufficient quality control. Spreadsheet-based calculations were conducted with insufficient 
controls and frequent formula and code changes were made. Inadequate information technology 
resources were devoted to the process. Contrary to the action plan contained in the model 
approval, the process was never automated. 
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IV. Remedial Measures 

JPMorgan has taken a broad range of remedial measures to respond to and act on the 
lessons it has learned from the events described in this Report. 

A. CIO Leadership, Governance, Mandate and Processes Revamped. 

1. Team 

Once it discovered the source and scope of the Synthetic Credit Portfolio’s losses, the 
Firm responded by accepting the retirement of Ms. Drew and terminating the employment of 
some members of the Synthetic Credit Portfolio team, and accepting resignations from others, 
including Messrs. Goldman, Wilmot,"'* and Weiland.*’^ In addition, the Firm aimounced on July 
13 that it would pursue the maximum clawback of compensation from three individuals, each of 
whom subsequently acceded to the Firm’s demands regarding the cancellation and recovery of 
the relevant awards. This equates to approximately two years’ worth of each individual’s total 
compensation. In the Task Force’s view, these steps were appropriate given each individual’s 
role in the losses at issue. Ms. Drew agreed voluntarily to the cancellation and recovery of her 
awards that were subject to clawbacks. Senior Firm management, in consultation with the 
Board, has also reduced compensation for other employees, and the incentive compensation pool 
for all of CIO was reduced as well. 


Mr. Wilmot has announced his resignation and is expected to leave the Firm in 2013. 
Mr. Zubrow has also armounced his retirement. 
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The Firm has put in place a new CIO leadership team. Matthew Zames, who had served 
as co-Head of Fixed Income in the Investment Bank, replaced Ms. Drew as the Firm’s Chief 
Investment Officer. He occupied that role from May 14, 2012 through September 6, 2012. Mr. 
Zames is now the co-Chief Operating Officer of the Firm and oversees, among other things, both 
the CIO and Treasury functions. Craig Delany replaced Mr. Zames as Chief Investment Officer 
and currently reports to him. Other key appointments include Marie Nourie (CFO for CIO); 
Chetan Bhargiri (Chief Risk Officer for CIO, Treasury and Corporate); Brendan McGovern (CIO 
Global Controller, a position that had been open since January 2012); Diane Genova (General 
Counsel for CIO and General Counsel for Markets in the Corporate and Investment Bank); Pat 
Hurst (Chief Auditor); and Ellen Yormack (Senior Audit Manager). These are experienced, 
tested professionals, with knowledge of best practices that they are able to bring to bear in their 
new roles in CIO. Resources were also increased in key support functions; within the Risk 
function alone, Mr. Bhargiri has added 20 new employees since May 2012. With these new 
appointments, the Firm has reconfigured the entire CIO management team with strong and 
knowledgeable individuals who are expected to bring more rigor to the management of CIO. At 
the same time, this new team has established stronger linkages within CIO by introducing formal 
lines of communication across the various regions, and the practical result has already been 
increased dialogue and consistency in each of the three regions reporting to Mr. Delany. 
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2. Governance 

The Firm has enhanced governance within CIO and the Corporate sector more generally. 
New and more robust committee structures have been instituted, including weekly CIO 
Investment Committee meetings run by Mr. Delany, with a set schedule and set attendees. There 
are also now monthly Business Control Committee meetings and a monthly Valuation 
Governance Forum (“VGF”), both of which are new structures. 

The CIO Valuation Governance Forum, whose membership ineludes Ms. Nourie, Mr. 
Bhargiri and Mr. McGovern, is responsible for understanding and managing the risks arising 
from valuation activities within CIO and for escalating key issues to a Firm-wide VGF, which 
was established in 2012 as part of a Firm-wide initiative to strengthen the govemanee of 
valuation activities. The CIO VGF has recently overseen the integration of CIO VCG staff into 
the Investment Bank VCG reporting structure, the review of CIO VCG processes (including a 
review of all manual spreadsheets and the implementation of enhanced controls for key 
spreadsheets), and the enhancement of other CIO VCG procedures based on the Investment Bank 
VCG’s guidelines and best practices. The Firm has also increased the CIO VCG headcount and 
hired a new head of EMEA VCG for CIO. 

Beyond new structures within CIO, the Firm has implemented additional linkages among 
CIO, Corporate Treasury and other Corporate activities. In particular, Mr. Zames is now in 
charge of CIO, Treasury and Corporate, so that overall management of these related functions 
has been brought together. Similarly, Mr. Bhargiri is now the Chief Risk Officer for CIO, 
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Treasury and Corporate. Furthermore, Corporate Business Reviews of CIO are to be conducted 
with increasing frequency and with the same structure as they are performed in the Firm’s client- 
facing businesses. The Firm will also expand the CIO VGF in 2013 into a Corporate VGF, 
which will cover Treasury and other Corporate functions in addition to CIO. 

Finally, the Firm has modified and expanded the criteria that will allow it to claw back 
certain equity awards in the event of poor performance by CIO. Under the Firm’s protection- 
based vesting provisions, the Firm is entitled to conduct a discretionary review of certain senior 
personnel and, in the event of certain types of poor financial performance, cancel certain equity 
awards to which those persoimel might otherwise have been entitled. Historically, senior CIO 
personnel were only subject to such a review upon poor performance by the entire Firm, whereas 
senior personnel from the lines of business were subject to these reviews upon poor performance 
by their line of business (and not just the entire Firm).”* The Firm has determined to modify the 
protection-based vesting trigger for 2013 equity awards for senior-level CIO personnel, and it 
now includes a CIO-specific trigger. The Firm’s intent is to ensure that, based upon significantly 
poor performance in CIO, the Firm has the ability to recover certain previously granted equity 
awards from those responsible. 


The protection-based vesting program is distinct from the Firm’s other compensation recovery 
programs, which have been employed against CIO personnel in this matter and allow the Firm to claw 
back prior equity awards for other reasons such as termination for cause and improper or grossly 
negligent risk assessments. 
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3. Mandate 

Under the leadership of Mr. Zames and now Mr. Delany, CIO has refocused on its core 
mandate of traditional asset-liability management. As part of this refocusing, the Firm moved a 
substantial portion of the Synthetic Credit Portfolio from CIO to the Investment Bank, and 
effectively exited the remainder of the Synthetic Credit Portfolio’s positions in the third quarter 
of 2012. As a result of these changes and others, CIO no longer engages in the type of trading 
that generated the losses, and any CIO synthetic credit positions in the future will be simple and 
expressly linked to a particular risk or set of risks. 

4. Reporting and Controls 

Since the appointment of the new management team in May, CIO has also enhanced its 
key business processes and reporting. For example, the CIO Executive Management Report and 
Global Daily Risk Report now contain trading and position reports and are more appropriately 
distributed so that this content reaches the appropriate managers. The Global Daily Risk Report 
provides management with a consolidated and transparent view of all risk positions; its 
distribution includes the Firm-wide CEO, CRO, Deputy CRO and co-COO in addition to senior 
managers within CIO (including CIO Finance). In addition, Ms. Nourie and her team have spent 
substantial time since May reviewing and revising basic policies and procedures with respect to 
valuation and price verification. That initiative has improved the quality control of the VCG by 
enhancing CIO senior finance management supervision of the valuation control process. 
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implementing more formal reviews of price-testing calculations, and instituting more formal 
procedures around the establishment and monitoring of price-testing thresholds. 

Beyond these specific steps, the new CIO leadership team - as well as senior Firm 
management - recognizes the importance of an open and transparent culture, including in its 
communications with the Firm’s regulators. The Firm has been working to improve CIO’s 
culture and its communications - both internally and with regulators - to ensure regulators 
consistently have full and timely visibility into CIO’s activities. More broadly, senior Firm 
management continues to be committed to enhancing a culture of prompt and complete 
disclosure to its regulators in accordance with regulators’ expectations. 

In addition, the Firm has recently established a new Oversight and Control Group that is 
especially dedicated to solidifying an effective control framework, and looking within and across 
the lines of business (and CIO) to identify and remediate control issues. Oversight and Control 
will work closely with all control disciplines - partnering with Compliance, Risk, Audit and 
other functions - in order to provide a cohesive and centralized view of and from all control 
functions. Among other things, Oversight and Control will allow the Firm to detect problems 
and escalate issues quickly, get the right people involved to understand the common threads and 
interdependencies among various businesses, and then remediate these issues across all affected 
areas of the Firm."’ 


While the Oversight and Control function will facilitate a Finn-wide view ofthe control framework 
and operational risk across the Firm, serving as both a partner and a check and balance to line of business 
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B. Risk Self-Assessment and Risk Management Changes 
In the wake of the Synthetic Credit Portfolio’s losses, in May 2012 the Firm - under the 
guidance of its Chief Risk Officer - mandated a self-assessment of the Risk function within each 
line of business and CIO. As part of the self-assessment process, the Firm identified three 
general categories for review and improvement: Model Governance and Implementation, 

Market Risk and Governance, and Risk Independence. Within each category, the Firm identified 
specific areas of focus. In Model Governance and Implementation, the Firm focused on 
conducting a spot check of significant drivers of the Firm’s VaR and broadening the model 
approval process to encompass implementation and ongoing monitoring. Within the category of 
Market Risk and Governance, the areas of focus were: (1) the appropriateness of the limit 
stmcture relative to risks undertaken; (2) the appropriateness of the risks undertaken; (3) policy, 
response, and escalation process concerning limit breaches; and (4) consideration within line of 
business risk committees of liquidity and concentration in positioning. Within the category of 
Risk Independence, the Firm reviewed its risk committee structure. 

Mr. Hogan directed each of the Firm’s lines of business to review these areas of focus to 
assess whether any of the issues identified in CIO existed elsewhere across the Firm and, if so, to 
remediate those issues immediately. The Chief Risk Officer for each line of business was 
required to attest to the completion of the necessary actions identified in that business’s review, 

management and Corporate functions, it will not remove ultimate responsibility for the effectiveness of 
the control environment from the line of business CEOs and Corporate Functional Heads, 
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and to provide documentation supporting completion of remediation. Each line of business CEO 
also was required to sign off on completion of the action plan, along with the line of business 
Risk Committee, and Mr. Hogan and Firm-wide Market Risk. 

The Firm has now undertaken, or is in the process of undertaking, substantial remedial 
measures, described in further detail below, to address the concerns arising from this self- 
assessment in each of these areas. 

1. Model Governance and Implementation 

In the area of Firm-wide Model Governance and Implementation, the Firm has 
substantially reformed its model risk policy, which governs model development, review, 
approval, and monitoring. It is working to minimize model differences for like products; capture 
all of its models in a central database; improve functionality and support for that central 
database; review its old or rarely used models; and identify its most significant models. It also 
will emphasize model implementation testing and comparisons to benchmark models, and 
institute a formal escalation process for model reviews, as necessary. The Model Review Group 
is now required to sign off on closure of all action plan items.*'* In addition, the Firm is 
enhancing staffing of the Model Review Group, and is working to implement and staff a model 
governance function. 

With respect to VaR in particular, the Firm has conducted a spot review of significant 
drivers of VaR throughout the Firm, including in CIO, to ensure accuracy of the Firm’s 10-Q 

For more information on action plans, see Appendix A below. 
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VaR. In CIO, that spot review involved confirming that all of the positions comprising the CIO 
lO-Q VaR were being captured accurately, and included a comprehensive one-day check to 
ensure accurate data feeds into the CIO VaR model; a horizontal review to identify data quality 
issues among key data streams and a comparison with third-party data sources, where possible; a 
comparison of calculators identified in approved model reviews with those actually employed; a 
review of the process used to identify and separate 10-Q VaR vectors; and resolution of then- 
outstanding model issues identified as “high” importance. 

2. Market Risk and Governance 

The Firm has now substantially reconstituted the Risk function within CIO. First, as 
noted above, it has appointed Mr. Bhargiri to replace Mr. Goldman as Chief Risk Officer for 
CIO, Treasury and Corporate. Mr. Bhargiri came to this role with substantial experience as a 
managing director of Market Risk at the Investment Bank, and the Firm has ensured that Mr. 
Bhargiri’s functional reporting practices conform to his official reporting lines. Second, it has 
authorized Mr. Bhargiri to hire additional risk management officers, including senior level 
officers, to extend the capacity of the Risk function within CIO, Treasury and Corporate, and he 
has made 20 such hires since May 2012. The CIO Risk team has added product expertise in 
emerging markets, securitized products, credit (single name), municipal bonds, and interest rates 
and currency trading. 

The Firm has reviewed and, where appropriate, rfevised market risk limits across all of its 
lines of business and introduced additional granular and portfolio-level limits. As part of its 
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ongoing risk management governance, it continues to conduct periodic reviews of the 
effectiveness of existing limit structures. CIO now has in place a total of 260 limits. 
Enhancements to the limits structure (as of December 6) include 67 redesigned VaR, stress and 
non-statistical limits, including both global and regional Level 1 and Level 2 limits; 80 new asset 
class concentration limits for the AFS securities portfolio, applicable to both CIO and Treasury; 
60 new single name limits for the CIO Municipal AFS portfolio; and 53 new country exposure 
limits, also applicable to both CIO and Treasury, as a subset to the Firm- wide Country Exposure 
Limits. New limits related to geographic concentration, curve risk, single name risk, and 
compression risk were made specifically applicable to the Synthetic Credit Portfolio during the 
second and third quarters of 2012 (while it continued to be held by CIO, before it was transferred 
to the Investment Bank and effectively closed out). 

In addition, the Firm has strengthened its processes across all businesses to deal with 
limit excessions. Aged or significant excessions must be further escalated to senior management 
and to risk committees. All valid"’ or “under investigation” limit excessions, whether at the 
lines of business or Firm-wide level, that are in excess for three business days or longer, or over 
limit by 30% will be escalated to the lute of business CEO, Chief Risk Officer, and Market Risk 
Head, as well as to the Firm’s CEO, CRO, co-COO and Deputy CRO/Head of Firm-wide Market 
Risk, and to the Firm-wide Risk Committee. 

In contrast to “valid” excesses, “invalid” excesses are caused by data quality issues and do not require 
remedial steps. 
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3. Risk Independence 

The Firm has reviewed its Risk Operating Committee structure and governance and 
restructured the Risk Operating Committee to increase focus on identifying and implementing 
best practices where appropriate across lines of business. The Firm’s Risk Governance structure 
was enhanced to include the creation of the Firm-wide Risk Committee and Risk Governance 
Committee. 

Within CIO, the Firm has overhauled the CIO Risk Committee which, as noted, 
previously had met only infrequently, without any official membership, and was composed 
entirely of persoimel from within CIO. There is, in its place, a CIO, Treasury and Corporate 
Risk Committee, which conducts weekly meetings chaired by Messrs. Zames and Bhargiri. It 
includes representatives from CIO, Treasury, and Corporate as well as other key senior 
management from within and outside of CIO, including the Firm’s CRO, Deputy CRO, and 
CFO, in order to ensure greater consistency across the Firm’s various lines of business. 

C. Firm-wide Risk Governance and Organization 

In addition to the specific improvements described above in the areas of focus addressed 
by the Firm-wide risk self-assessment, the Firm has conducted a review of its entire Risk 
organization in response to the events in CIO and has made or is making changes to that Risk 
organization’s governance, organizational structure and interaction with the Board. 
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1. Risk Governance 

In the area of risk governance, the Firm created the new roles of Deputy CRO/Head of 
Firm-wide Market Risk and Wholesale Chief Credit Officer (“WCCO”). The role of Deputy 
CRO/Head of Market Risk involves review and assessment of Firm-wide market risk. The 
incumbent’s responsibilities include managing the Firm’s risk appetite and risk limits, risk 
mitigation strategies, and working with Mr. Hogan to lead and develop the Firm’s Risk 
organization. He is also responsible for directing the Firm’s market risk coverage resources. 
Stephen Eichenberger, who also currently serves as Chief Credit Risk Officer for the Investment 
Bank, assumed the newly created role of WCCO in July 2012. The WCCO reports to Mr. Hogan 
and is responsible for credit risk across all wholesale businesses. In this capacity, the WCCO 
will chair a Wholesale Credit Risk forum to ensure better communication between each business 
and across all Risk functions; work with line of business Chief Risk Officers to identify and 
effectively manage key credit risks and concentrations across the wholesale businesses; and 
partner with the line of business Chief Risk Officers to engage in initiatives across wholesale 
lines of business, including defining credit risk appetite and setting appropriate limits, supporting 
key growth initiatives while maintaining strong credit risk management controls, coordinating 
regulatory responses, building a credit risk stress framework, and enhancing credit risk reporting 
and credit risk systems. 

2. Risk Organization 

Four Firm-wide risk committees have been added and will focus on risk themes. 
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The Risk Governance Committee will meet monthly and will focus on risk governance 
and other policy matters, risk analytics, model governance, Basel/Regulatory issues, risk 
appetite, and updates to Firm-wide risk programs in the areas of compliance, liquidity, and 
operational risks. Required attendees at these meetings include the Firm’s CRO, CFO, 
Controller, line of business CROs, Chief Investment Officer, and personnel from Legal, 
Compliance, Audit, and Regulatory Policy. 

The Firm-wide Risk Committee will focus on business activity, including by conducting 
periodic reviews of Firm-wide risk appetite and certain aggregate risk measures, serving as an 
escalation point for matters arising in the line of business Risk Committees and for certain limit 
breaches pursuant to the limits policy, and considering relevant business activity issues escalated 
to it by line of business Chief Risk Officers and CEOs. It will meet monthly and required 
attendees include the Firm’s CEO, CFO, CRO, Deputy CRO/Head of Market Risk, line of 
business CEOs, CIO Head, General Counsel, Chief Auditor, Compliance Head, Regulatory 
Policy Head, Consumer Risk CRO, Wholesale Credit Risk CRO, Model Risk and Development 
Reputation Risk Officer, Country Risk Head, Corporate Risk CFO and Chief Administrative 
Officer and line of business risk officers. 

The Risk Management Business Control Committee will meet quarterly and will focus on 
the control enviroiunent, including outstanding action plans, audit status, operation risk statistics 
(such as losses, risk indicators, etc.), compliance with critical control programs, and risk 

technology. Required attendees at these meetings include the CRO, the Deputy CRO, the line of 
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business CROs, the Risk CFO and Risk Chief Administrative Officer, the Operational Risk 
Head, and personnel from Model Review and Development, Audit, and Compliance. 

Finally, the Risk Operating Committee will focus on risk management, including setting 
risk management priorities, escalation of risk issues, and other issues brought to its attention by 
line of business Chief Risk Officers and the Risk Team. Mr. Hogan will direct these bi-weekly 
meetings, which will also include Risk Human Resources and Risk Chief Technology Officers. 

In addition to these Risk committees, the Firm established a Valuation Governance 
Forum in June 2012 to oversee the management of risks arising from valuation activities 
conducted across the Firm. The Firm-wide VGF is chaired by the Firm-wide head of VCG, and 
its membership includes the Corporate Controller; the Deputy CRO; the CROs and Controllers 
of the Investment Bank, Mortgage Bank, and CIO; the CFOs of the Investment Bank, CIO, and 
Asset Management; and the Firm-wide Head of Model Risk and Development. The Firm-wide 
VGF will meet twice per quarter to review issues and matters relating to valuation, the VCG 
function, and related issues, and to address issues elevated to it by line of business VGFs. 

Finally, the Firm is continuing its efforts to improve the process for highlighting key 
issues to the DRPC, with an emphasis on conveying information in a manner that is more timely, 
useful and focused. 

V. Conclusion 

The Task Force does not believe that the CIO losses stemmed from any one specific act 
or omission. Rather, as described in this Report, the Task Force has concluded that the losses 
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were the result of a number of acts and omissions, some large and some seemingly small, some 
involving personnel and some involving structure, and a change in any one of which might have 
led to a different result. This experience, as we hope is clear from this Report, has caused 
substantial and healthy introspection at the Firm and recognition of the need for continued 
improvement in multiple areas. Ultimately, the Task Force believes that this incident teaches a 
number of important lessons that the Firm is taking very seriously. 
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Appendix A: VaR Modeling 

VaR is a metric that attempts to estimate the risk of loss on a portfolio of assets. A 
portfolio’s VaR represents an estimate of the maximum expected mark-to-market loss over a 
specified time period, generally one day, at a stated confidence level, assuming historical market 
conditions. Through January 2012, the VaR for the Synthetic Credit Portfolio was calculated 
using a “linear sensitivity model,” also known within the Firm as the “Basel I model,” because it 
was used for purposes of Basel I capital calculations and for external reporting purposes. 

The Basel I model captured the major risk facing the Synthetic Credit Portfolio at the 
time, which was the potential for loss attributable to movements in credit spreads. However, the 
model was limited in the manner in which it estimated correlation risk; that is, the risk that 
defaults of the components within the index would correlate. As the tranche positions in the 
Synthetic Credit Portfolio increased, this limitation became more significant, as the value of the 
tranche positions was driven in large part by the extent to which the positions in the index were 
correlated to each other. The main risk with the tranche positions was that regardless of credit 
risk in general, defaults might be more or less correlated. 

This limitation meant that the Basel 1 model likely would not comply with the 
requirements of Basel II.5, which originally had been expected to be formally adopted in the 
United States at the end of 201 1 . One of the traders responsible for the Synthetic Credit 
Portfolio therefore instructed an expert in quantitative finance within the Quantitative Research 
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team for CIO International to develop a new VaR model for the Synthetic Credit Portfolio that 
would comply with the requirements of Basel II.5. That individual (henceforth referred to in this 
Report as “the modeler”) began work on developing that model in or around August 2011. 

The trader who had instructed the modeler to develop the new VaR model (and to whom 
the modeler reported at the time), CIO Market Risk, and the modeler himself also believed that 
the Basel I model was too conservative - that is, that it was producing a higher VaR than was 
appropriate.'^® The modeler believed that an improved model should both (1) adequately capture 
correlation risk in the Synthetic Credit Portfolio, and (2) produce a lower and more accurate 
VaR. 

A. Development of the New VaR Model 

The modeler is a London-based quantitative expert, mathematician and model developer. 
In addition to the considerable responsibility of developing a new VaR model, he continued to 
perform his existing responsibilities in providing analytical support to the Synthetic Credit 
Portfolio traders. On a number of occasions, he asked the trader to whom he reported for 
additional resources to support his work on the VaR model, but he did not receive any. 

Early in the development process, CIO considered and rejected a proposal to adopt the 
VaR model used by the Investment Bank’s credit hybrids business for the Synthetic Credit 

As noted above, VaR is a memo that attempts to estimate the risk of loss on a portfolio of assets. Both 
the modeler and a member of the CIO Market Risk team who was also involved m the new model’s 
development were of the view that the Basel I model might be overstating the VaR for the Synthetic 
Credit Portfolio, in part because the amount of losses had exceeded the stated VaR limit less frequently 
than would be expected based on the stated confidence level. 
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Portfolio. Because the Investment Bank traded many bespoke {i.e., customized), illiquid CDS, 
its VaR model mapped individual instruments to a combination of indices and single name 
proxies, which CIO Market Risk viewed as less accurate for CIO’s purposes than mapping to the 
index as a whole. He believed that, because the Synthetic Credit Portfolio, unlike the Investment 
Bank, traded indices and index tranches, the Investment Bank’s approach was not appropriate for 
CIO. The Model Review Group agreed and, in an early draft of its approval of the model, 
described CIO’s model as “superior” to that used by the Investment Bank “in that it [was] a full 
revaluation approach.” 

From September to November 2011, the modeler corresponded regularly with the 
relevant individuals from the Model Review Group, and on November 25, 2011, he submitted 
his new methodology (known internally as the “full revaluation” or “Basel II.5 model”) for 
formal approval. The Model Review Group performed only limited back-testing of the model, 
comparing the VaR under the new model computed using historical data to the daily profit-and- 
loss over a subset of trading days during a two-month period. The modeler informed the Model 
Review Group that CIO lacked the data necessary for more extensive back-testing of the model 
(miming the comparison required position data for the 264 previous trading days, meaning that a 
back-test for September 201 1 would require position data from September 2010). Neither the 
Model Review Group nor CIO Market Risk expressed concerns about the lack of more extensive 
historical position data. 
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During the review process, additional operational issues became apparent. For example, 
the model operated through a series of Excel spreadsheets, which had to be completed manually, 
by a process of copying and pasting data from one spreadsheet to another. In addition, many of 
the tranches were less liquid, and therefore, the same price was given for those tranches on 
multiple consecutive days, leading the model to convey a lack of volatility. While there was 
some effort to map less liquid instruments to more liquid ones (/.e., calculate price changes in the 
less liquid instruments derived from price changes in more liquid ones), this effort was not 
organized or consistent. 

By the end of 2011, some of the pressure to complete the review of the new model 
appears to have abated because it became clear that Basel II.5 would not be implemented on the 
previously anticipated timetable. However, as described in Section II.D.l, CIO exceeded its 
Global 10-Q VaR limit at several points between January 16 and January 26, 2012, which in turn 
caused a breach in the overall Firm 10-Q VaR limit. The Synthetic Credit Portfolio was the 
primary driver of each of those excessions. A temporary limit increase was requested'^’ and 
required approval of senior Firm management. CIO recommended a temporary limit increase on 
the grounds that it was taking steps to reduce the VaR and that, in any event, the newly 
developed model was about to come online that would show a substantially reduced VaR. 

Firm-wide Market Risk raised the possibility of a temporary limit increase to Mr. Hogan on January 
20, 2012. On January 2 1 , 20 1 2, the then-head of the Risk Reporting and Finance function - told Mr. 
Hogan “We are working towards a temporary one-off for CIO and the Firm proposed as follows: JPMC 
$140mm (vs. $125mm permanent limit) CIO $105mm (vs. $95mm permanent limit.” Mr. Weiland also 
e-mailed Mr. Hogan on January 22, 2012 regarding a proposed temporary VaR limit increase. 
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Mr. Weiland and another member of CIO Market Risk contacted the Model Review 
Group regularly in the last two weeks of January to inquire into the progress of the model 
approval and, in a January 23, 2012 e-mail to the modeler, the trader to whom the modeler 
reported wrote that he should “keep the pressure on our friends in Model Validation and 
[Quantitative Research].” There is some evidence the Model Review Group accelerated its 
review as a result of this pressure, and in so doing it may have been more willing to overlook the 
operational flaws apparent during the approval process. 

On January 26, the Model Review Group discovered that, for purposes of a pricing step 
used in the VaR calculation, CIO was using something called the “West End” analytic suite 
rather than Numerix, an approved vendor model that the Model Review Group had thought was 
being used. The Model Review Group had never reviewed or approved West End, which (like 
Numerix) had been developed by the modeler.'^^ CIO provided the Model Review Group with a 
reconciliation test, based on a limited number of days, showing that the valuations from West 
End and Numerix were in “good agreement,” and the Model Review Group committed to 
conduct a full review of West End separately, but not before approving the VaR model. The 
Model Review Group did not examine West End until early May 2012 (the results of which are 
discussed below). 


The modeler had previously worked at Numerix. While there, the Numerix repricing model was 
developed under his supervision. 
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On January 30, the Model Review Group authorized CIO Market Risk to use the new 
model for purposes of calculating the VaR for the Synthetic Credit Portfolio beginning the 
previous trading day (January 27). Once the new model was implemented, the Firm-wide 10-Q 
VaR limit was no longer exceeded. Formal approval of the model followed on February 1. The 
formal approval states that the VaR calculation would utilize West End and that West End in turn 
would utilize the Gaussian Copula model’^^ to calculate hazard rates'^"' and correlations. It is 
unclear what, if anything, either the Model Review Group or CIO Market Risk did at the time to 
validate the assertion that West End would utilize the Gaussian Copula model as opposed to 
some other model, but that assertion later proved to be inaccurate.’^^ 

As part of its approval of the new model, the Model Review Group included an action 
plan with respect to two of the risk areas that were identified. First, it mandated automation of 
the VaR model by January 31, 2012 (/.e., contemporaneously with the model’s approval). 


The Gaussian Copula is a commonly accepted model used to map the approximate correlation between 
two variables. 

A hazard rate is the probability of failure per unit of time of items in operation, sometimes estimated as 
a ratio of the number of failures to the accumulated operating time for the items. For purposes of the 
model, the hazard rate estimated the probability of default for a unit of time for each of the underlying 
names in the portfolio. 

A March 30, 2012 Internal Audit report on the Market Risk and Valuation Practices in CIO’s credit 
portfolios (including the Synthetic Credit Portfolio) assigned a rating of ‘Needs Improvement’ due in part 
to CIO’s use of “unapproved models in the calculation of risk (including VaR).’’ The reference to the use 
of “unapproved models’’ in the calculation of the VaR is to West End, which, as the Internal Audit report 
noted, had not been submitted to the Model Review Group for Review. The Internal Audit report 
included an action plan for CIO to document the West End analytics engine and submit to the Model 
Review Group with a target completion date of June 30, 2012. While the Internal Audit report also noted 
problems with the control processes surrounding the VaR calculation. Internal Audit found no specific 
examples of incomplete or inaccurate data. 
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Second, it required monitoring of illiquid tranches to assess whether mapping to more liquid 
tranches would be necessary, and ultimately development and submission to the Model Review 
Group of a risk mapping methodology. Neither of these action plans was completed. The Model 
Review Group and CIO Market Risk apparently believed that work was already underway to 
complete automation but took no steps to determine that automation had in fact been completed. 
The modeler likewise did not submit, nor was he ever required to submit, a complete risk 
mapping methodology. 

B. Operation of the VaR Model 

From February to April, the new VaR model was in operation. A CIO employee who 
reported to the modeler was responsible for daily data entry and operation of the new model. In 
April, an employee from the IT Department (who had previous experience as a senior 
quantitative developer) also began to provide assistance with these tasks. Notwithstanding this 
additional assistance, a spreadsheet error caused the VaR for April 10 to fail to reflect the day’s 
$400 million loss in the Synthetic Credit Portfolio. This error was noticed, first by personnel in 
the Investment Bank,'^® and by the modeler and CIO Market Risk, and was corrected promptly. 
Because it was viewed as a one-off error, it did not trigger further inquiry. 


On April 1 8, a member of the market risk team for the Investment Bank obtained information on the 
Firm-wide and CIO VaR calculations to determine the impact of the April 10 loss on the Firm-wide VaR. 
Upon discovering that the loss was not reflected in the CIO VaR, he reported his findings to Firm-wide 
Market Risk, who in turn reported to Mr. Hogan that CIO’s VaR appeared to have an error. 
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C. Discovery of Problems with the New VaR Model and Discontinuance 

In early May 2012, in response to the recent losses in the Synthetic Credit Portfolio, Mr. 
Venkatakrishnan asked an employee in the Model Review Group to perform a review of the 
West End analytic suite, which, as noted, the VaR model used for the initial steps of its 
calculations. The West End analytic had two options for calculating hazard rates and 
correlations; a traditional Gaussian Copula model and a so-called Uniform Rate model, an 
alternative created by the modeler. The spreadsheet that ran West End included a cell that 
allowed the user to switch between the Gaussian Copula and Uniform Rate models. 

The Model Review Group employee discovered that West End defaulted to running 
Uniform Rate rather than Gaussian Copula in this cell, including for purposes of calculating the 
VaR, contrary to the Itinguage in the Model Review Group approval. Although this error did not 
have a significant effect on the VaR, the incident focused the reviewer’s attention on the VaR 
model and ultimately led to the discovery of additional problems with it. 

After this re-review, a decision was made to stop using the Basel 11.5 model and not to 
rely on it for purposes of reporting CIO VaR in the Firm’s first-quarter Form 1 0-Q. Following 
that decision, further errors were discovered in the Basel II.5 model, including, most 
significantly, an operational error in the calculation of the relative changes in hazard rates and 
correlation estimates. Specifically, after subtracting the old rate from the new rate, the 
spreadsheet divided by their sum instead of their average, as the modeler had intended. This 
error likely had the effect of muting volatility by a factor of two and of lowering the VaR, 
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although it is unclear by exactly what amount, particularly given that it is unclear whether this 
error was present in the VaR calculation for every instrument, and that it would have been offset 
to some extent by correlation changes. It also remains unclear when this error was introduced in 
the calculation. 
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Office of the Comptroller of the Currency 


Washington, DC 20219 


April 15, 2013 

The Honorable Carl Levin, Chairman 
pLM'rnanem Subcommittee on Investigations 
Comniitlee on Homeland Security and Governtnent Affairs 
l.’nited States Senate 
Washington. DC 20510 

Dear Chairman Let in: 

During the March 15, 2013 hearing on “JPMoi^an Chase Whale Trades: A Case Histor>' of Derivatives Risks & 
Abuses" held by the Perjnanenl Subcommittee on Investigations (PSD, you requested that the OCC inquire 
about whether J PMorgan Chase’s (JPMC) pricing of certain positions in its synthetic credit portfolio (SCP) was 
consistent with U.S. Generally Accepted Accounting Principles (GAAP). 

Specifically, you rcijucsted that we inquire of those charged with establishing and enforcing accounting 
standards whether .iPMC’.s Chief Investment Office's fair value marks of the positions witltin the SCP complied 
with GAAP during the fu st quarter of 20 12 and before JPMC determined a restatement was necessary. In 
response to your request, the OCC'-s Ol'llce of the Chief Accoimiarn con.sultcd with representatives from the 
Financial Accounting Standard.s Board (FASB) and the Securities and Exchange CommissioiTs (SEC’s) Ol'fice 
of the Chief Accounianl. 

As you are aware, there are multiple ongoing governmental invesiigation.s of JPMC’.s trading losses, including 
the fair value marks of the po.silions within the .SCP. that have not yet concluded. Becau.se lhe.se investigations 
have yet to conclude, wc are unable to provide any final determinations about this matter al this lime. Howe\ er. 
we have shared botli the testimony from the hearing and the report released by PSI with titc Jtgencie.s’ re.spective 
investigation letims. The OCC continues to coordinate with the SfiC and other governmental tigencics in 
.support of their inve.sligations. 

As a matter of policy. FASB doc.s not opine on the application of its standards by individual reporting entitie.s. 
However. FASB staff provided excerpts of the sections of the relevant standard that addres.ses the u.se of pricing 
conN-entions and the related di.sclo.sure requirements. I have attached these excerpts* to thi.s letter for your 
information. 

Sliould you have any further questions, ptca.se feel free to contact me, or Carrie Moore. Director of 
Congressional Liaison, at (2021 649-6737. 



Paul Besvvick. Chief Account ant. 

I Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations I PSI-OCC-26-000001 

EXHIBIT #99 I 
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Selected Accounting Standard References 
from the Firiandal Accounting Standards Hoard 


/VSe 820 Fair Value Measurements 
Inputs Based on Bid and Ask Prices 
820-10-35-36C 

If an asset or a liability measured at fair value has a bid price and an ask price (for example, an input 
from a dealer market), tile price within the bid-ask spread that is most rcprcscnlalive of fair value in the 
circumsltinccs shall be used to measure fair value regardless of where the input is categorized within 
the fair value liicrarchy (that is, Level 1 , 2, or 3). The use of bid prices for iissei positions and ask 
prices for liability positions is pcrniillcd but is not required. 

820-10-35-36D 

This Topic does not preclude the use of mid-market pricing or other pricing conventions that are used 
hy market participants ;is it practical expcdicnl for fair value measurements within a hid-ask spread. 


Di.sclosiire 
S20- 10-50-1 

A reporting entity shall disclose information that helps users of its financial statements assess both of 
the following: 

a. For assets' and liabilities lltat arc measured at lair value on a recurring or nonrecurring ba.sis 
in the statement of financial position after initial recognition, the valuation technique.s and 
inmiis u,sed to develop those rneasurenienis 

b. For recurring fair value measurements using significant unohsci'vabie innuts (Level 3), the 
effect of the measurements on earnings (or changes in net assets) or other comprehensive 
income for the period. 

820-10-50-2 (bbb) 

bbb. For recurring and nonrecurring ftiir value measurements categori'/.ed within Level 2 and Level 3 
of the fair value hierarcliy, a description of the valuation technique! .s) and the inputs used in the fair 
value measurement. If there has been a chtmge in valuation technique (for example, changing From a 
market annroach to an income anproach or the use of an additional valuation technique), the reporting 
entity shall di.sclose dial change and the reason(s) for making it. For fair value measuremenus 
categori'/.ed within Level 3 of the fair value hierarchy, a reporting entity shall provide quantitative 
information about the .significant unob.servable inputs used in the fair value measuremcm. A reporting 
entity is not required to create quantitative information to comply with this disclosure requirement if 
quantitative unob.servable inputs are not developed by the reponing entity svhen measuring fair value 
(for example, when a reporting entity uses prices from prior transactions or third-parly pricing 
information without adjustment). However, when providing this disclosure, a reporting entity cannot 
ignore quantitative unobservable inpul.s that are .significant to the fair value measurement and arc 
rea.sonably available to the reporting entity. 
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820-10-50-2 (f-g) 

f. For recuixing and nonrecurring fair value mcasuremcnls categorized within Level 3 of the 
fair value hierarchy, a description of the valuation proccssc.s used by the reporting entity 
(including, for example, how an entity decides its valuation policies and procedures and 
analyzes changes in fair value measurements front period to period). Sec ptiragraph 820-)0-.x5- 
105 for further guidance. 

g. For recurring fair value mca.surcnicnts categorized within Level 3 of the fair value 
hierarchy, a narrative de.scripl;ion of the ,scn.silivity of the fair value rneasurcmcin to changes in 
unobservable input.s if a change in those inputs to a different amount might result in a 
significantly higher or lower fair value measurement. If there are interrelationships between 
tho.se inputs and other unobservable inputs used in the fair value nieasuremcnt. a reporting 
entity shall also provide a description of those interrelationships and of liow they might 
magnify or mitigate the effect of changes in the unohsciwablc input.s on the fair value 
mea.surement. To comply with that disclosure rcc|uirenicnt. the narralis’c description of the 
sensitivity to change.s in unobservable inputs shall include, at a minimum, the unohscrvablc 
inputs disclosed when comjilying with paragrapli 82l)-l0-50-2fbbhl . 

820-10-55-105 

For fair value measurements categorized within Level 3 of the fair value hicrarcliy, this Topic require.s 
a reporting entity to disclose a description of tlie valuation processes used by the reporting entity. A 
reporting entity might disclo.se the following to comply with paragraph 820-10-50-2(11 : 

a. For the group within the reporting entity llttit decides the reporting entity's valuation po!icic.s 
and procedures: 

o 1, lus description 

o 2, To whom that group reports 

o 3. The internal reporting procedures in place (Tor example, whether and, if so, how 
pricing, risk management, or audit committees iliscuss and iisse.ss the fair value 
raca.suremeni.s). 

b. The frequency and mcrhtHfs for calibration, back testing, and other testing procedures of 
pricing itioclels, 

c. The proce.s,s for analyzing changes in fair value measurements from period to period. 

d. Mow the reporting entity determined that third-party information, such as broker quotes or 
pricing servicc.s, used in tlic fair value measurement was developed in accordance with this 
Topic. 

e. The methods used to develop and substantiate the unobservable inputs used in a fair value 
measurement. 
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Information about Sensitivity to Changes in Significant Unobservable Inputs 
820-10-55-106 

For recurring lair value measurements categorized within Level 3 of the fair value hicrarclty, this 
Topic requires a reporting entity to provide a narrative description of the sensitivity of the fair value 
measurement to changes in significant unobservable inputs and a tlescription of any interrelationships 
between those unobservable inputs. A reporting entity might di.sclo.se the following about its residential 
mortgage-backed securities to comply with paragraph 820-l0-50-2(gl . 

The significant unobservable inpm.s used in the fair value measurement of the reporting entity’s 
residential mortgage-backed securities arc prepayment rates, probability of default, and loss 
severity in the event of default. Significant increasc,s {decreases) in any of those input,s in 
isolation would result in a significantly lower (higher) fair value nteasurcmcnl. Generally, a 
change in the assumption used for the probability of default is accompanied by a directionally 
.similar change in the assumption used for the los.s .severity and a directionally oppo.site change 
in the assumption used for prepayment rales. 
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JPMorean’s Responses to the April 12. 2013 Letter from the 
United States Senate Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations 

1. Does JPMorgan Chase currently provide daily profit and loss data for the Chief 
Investment Office (CIO) to the Office of the Comptroller of the Currency (OCC)? 

If so, does it also provide daily profit and loss data for the CIO’s individual 
investment portfolios? How often is that profit-loss information provided? 

JPMorgan currently provides daily profit and loss (“P&L”) data for CIO to the OCC on a 
daily basis. This data is contained in the daily CIO Senior Management Report (“CIO SMR”). 
On a weekly basis, the OCC also receives the information that goes into the CIO Finance and 
Risk Weekly Review Report, which includes more granular CIO P&L information. The current 
CIO SMR is in the process of being enhanced to provide more granularity on products and 
portfolios. 

2. Hearing Exhibit 39 is a list of CIO risk limit breaches prepared by JPMorgan Chase 
in May 2012. The list indicates that, in the fourth quarter of 2011, the Synthetic 
Credit Portfolio breached its risk limits 6 times; in the first quarter of 2012, it 
breached its risk limits 170 times, and in the month of April alone, it breached its 
risk limits 160 times. Were JPMorgan Chase’s risk management personnel aware 
at the time of this sudden increase in the number of risk limit breaches by the 
Synthetic Credit Portfolio? If so, please identify who knew and what action was 
taken in response. If not, has JPMorgan Chase since established a system to alert 
risk management personnel to that type of sudden increase in risk limit breaches? 

Risk management personnel who were signatories to a limit would have received 
notifications of any excessions of that limit. The signatories to a limit are dependent on its 
type — whether it is Firm-wide or CIO and whether it is categorized as Level 1 or Level 2. None 
of the limits described in Question 2 were specific to the Synthetic Credit Portfolio, and not all of 
the limit excessions identified were attributable to contemporaneous activity in the Synthetic 
Credit Portfolio or constituted a valid excession of a Firm-wide or CIO risk limit. The limit 
excessions that occurred in the fourth quarter of 2011 and in the first and second quarters of 2012 
that were caused by contemporaneous activity in the Synthetic Credit Portfolio were of a 
combination of Firm-wide and CIO Level 1 and Level 2 limits. During this time period, the only 
person in JPMorgan’s risk management organization who received notifications for both Level I 
and Level 2 limit excessions was the former Head of Market Risk for CIO, Peter Weiland. We 
have not determined whether individuals in the Firm or CIO risk organization received 
information about the number of excessions outside the formal notification system. 

In addition to the notifications, limit excessions that occurred during the preceding 
quarter were a topic of discussion at quarterly CIO Risk Committee meetings. Discussions often 
included reference to the number of days a limit was in excess during the quarter, However, as 
the Firm’s Management Task Force Report (the “Task Force Report”) acknowledged, the CIO 
risk function’s response to the limit excessions that occurred in the first quarter of 2012 was 


1 


1101 


inadequate, as were the frequency with which the CIO Risk Committee met and the composition 
of the Committee itself Had the CIO Risk Committee met more often or had risk officers from 
outside CIO been in attendance, the process might have worked to more effectively review CIO 
activities in the first quarter of 2012. 

As part of the remedial measures instituted in response to the Task Force Report, the 
Firm has made a number of changes to both the CIO and the Firm-wide Risk Management 
functions. The CIO Risk Committee has been reconstituted as the CIO, Treasury and Corporate 
Risk Committee. It now meets on a weekly basis, and those meetings are chaired by the Firm’s 
Chief Investment Officer and the Chief Risk Officer (“CRO”) for CIO, Treasury and Corporate. 
The Committee includes representatives from CIO, Treasury and Corporate, as well as other key 
senior management from within and outside of CIO, including the Firm’s Chief Financial 
Officer, CRO, and Deputy CRO. In addition, the Firm has strengthened its processes across all 
businesses to deal with limit excessions. If a Firm or Line of Business-level limit has been in 
excess for more than three business days or is over limit by 30% or more, that excession is 
automatically escalated to the Corporate or Line of Business Chief Executive Officer (“CEO”), 
CRO, and Market Risk Head, as well as to the Firm’s CEO, CRO, Deputy CRO/Firm-wide Head 
of Market Risk, and the Firm-wide Risk Committee. If a Business Unit-level limit has been in 
excess for more than three business days or is over limit by 30% or more, that excession is 
automatically escalated to the Business Unit Head and Business Unit Market Risk Executive, as 
well as to the Corporate or Line of Business CEO, CRO and Market Risk Head, the Firm’s 
Deputy CRO/Firm-wide Head of Market Risk, and the Line of Business Risk Committee. These 
notifications are sent every day that the escalation criteria applies. 

5. On March 30, 2012, at the end of the business day in London, CIO personnel sent an 
email to their CIO colleagues predicting that the Synthetic Credit Portfolio would 
incur a daily loss of about $138 million. According to its profit-loss records, 
however, the CIO reported internally that, on March 30, the Synthetic Credit 
Portfolio incurred a daily loss of about $319 million. 

a. Who made the decision to increase the amount of daily losses on March 30, 
2012, from about $138 million to about $319 million? 

b. Please explain the reasons for the increase, including by identifying the three 
credit derivative positions whose values changed the most from the initial 
estimate to the Final reported loss and, for each such position, its prior and 
subsequent reported price and total dollar value. 

The P&L Predict circulated by CIO traders on the evening of March 30 reflected an 
approximately $138 million loss for the Synthetic Credit Portfolio.'^ The P&L Predicts were 
generated daily on the basis of the marks entered by the traders for each instrument that day. 


JPM-CIO-PSI 0015283. 
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The Total Rate of Return Report (“TRR”), which reflects the official March 30 P&L for the 
Synthetic Credit Portfolio, reported $149 million. 

Per the standard practice at quarter-end, the March 30 trader-based marks were subject to 
a separate review by CIO’s finance function. The $319 million loss number is the final post- 
quarter number after liquidity reserves of $153.1 million and CIO Valuation Control Group 
(“VCG”) adjustments of $1 6.9 million made by CIO Finance. The individuals from CIO 
Finance involved in that process were 3ohn Wilmot and Ed Kastl. The VCG adjustment resulted 
from an analysis performed by an individual in CIO VCG. 

8. The CIO changed its derivatives pricing practices for the Synthetic Credit Portfolio 
after that portfolio began incurring substantial losses, moving from marking at or 
near the midpoint to marking at, near, or outside the boundaries of the daily price 
range (bid-ask spread). Has JPMorgan Chase taken any steps to inform its 
personnel that changing derivatives pricing practices to minimize losses — even if the 
prices being used fall within the bid-ask spread — is against bank policy? If so, what 
steps, if any, has JPMorgan taken to enforce compliance with that policy? 

Throughout the relevant time period, JPMorgan’s corporate accounting policy was to 
mark at fair value mark-to-market positions, such as those contained in the Synthetic Credit 
Portfolio,^^ as required by U.S. generally accepted accounting principles (“US GAAP”). During 
the relevant period, JPMorgan believed that the CIO traders were continuing to mark the 
portfolio at fair value; however, as the Firm now knows based on evidence uncovered by the 
Management Task Force (and not known at the time the Form 10-Q was issued), the CIO 
traders’ marks may not have represented reasonable, good faith estimates of fair value on 
particular days in the first quarter of 2012. 

The Firm has issued guidance to all front office personnel in CIO and the Corporate and 
Investment Bank (“CIB”) reinforcing their obligation to comply with US GAAP and Firm-wide 
policy and to reflect fair value in the marks they assign to financial assets. The guidance states 
that knowingly marking or valuing a Firm position or instrument in a way that is not 
representative of fair value is prohibited and constitutes a falsification of the Firm’s business 
records. Any employee who is aware of a position not being marked at fair value or suspects 
that a position may not be marked at fair value is required to notify Compliance immediately."'^ 


- Fair value is the price that would be received to sell an asset or paid to transfer a liability in an orderly 
transaction between market participants at the measurement date. Fair value is sometimes referred to as “exit price.” 

- See December 2012 Front Office Valuation Guidance, circulated on December 20, 2012. Produced at 
JPM-CIO-PSI-H 0006945, 
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9. With respect to the Value-at-Risk (VaR) model change that was disclosed in 

JPMorgan Chase’s third quarter 2012 10-Q filing and resulted in an approximately 

20% decrease In the VaR results reported to the public, please explain: 

a. Who developed the model change; 

The new model implemented in the third quarter of 20 1 2 (known internally as the “Index 
VaR” model) was developed by an individual in the Firm’s Market Risk group, in conjunction 
with the head of the model development team in the Firm’s Model Risk and Development group. 

b. When the model change took effect; 

The review of the model was completed on June 30, 2012 and the model change took 
effect on July 1,2012.” 

c. What units within JPMorgan Chase use the revised VaR model; 

The model is used by the CIB. 

d. Whether the change applies to VaR models with a 95% or 99% confidence 
level; 

The model produces a 95% confidence level VaR. 

e. Whether the model change created a difference between the VaR models 
used by JPMorgau Chase to calculate its capital requirements and the VaR 
models used by JPMorgan Chase to inform the public about its risk analysis; 

The model has been used solely to calculate the Firm’s VaR as reported in the Firm’s 
Form 10-Q for the third and fourth quarters of 2012, It also was submitted to regulators during 
the third quarter of 20 1 2 for approval for regulatory capital purposes as part of the Basel 2.5 
model review process. (The Firm’s regulators do not provide approvals of VaR models for 
purposes of risk management or SEC filings.) As in the first and second quarters of 2012, the 
legacy Basel I model continued to be used for purposes of calculating Basel I regulatory capital 
requirements. At present, the Firm’s general practice is to use the same models for purposes of 
financial reporting and the calculation of regulatory capital. Going forward as well, the Firm 
intends, where possible, to maintain consistency in the application of models for purposes of 


As the Firm disclosed in its first quarter 2013 earnings supplement, in order to achieve consistency among 
like products within CIB and consistent with the implementation of Basel 2.5 requirements, the Firm moved the 
Synthetic Credit Portfolio to an existing VaR model within the CIB. This change had an insignificant impact to the 
average fixed income VaR and average total CIB trading and credit portfolio VaR, and it had no impact to the 
average total VaR compared with the models used in the third and fourth quarters of 2012. When compared with the 
model used prior to the model change in the third quarter of 2012, this VaR model resulted in a reduction to average 
fixed income VaRof $1 1 million, average total CIB trading and credit portfolio VaR of $10 million, and average 
total VaR of $8 million, for the three months ended March 31, 2013. 
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public disclosures, risk management, and regulatory capital, subject to regulatory approvals and 
changing requirements governing the calculation of regulatory capital. 

f. What specific components of the revised model are primarily responsible for 
the decrease in reported VaR results; 

The relevant components are: (i) correlation modeling; (ii) valuation input; (iii) index 
approach; and (iv) time series. 

g. Why JPMorgan Chase believes its activities should be seen as substantially 
less risky than they were prior to the model change; and 

The impetus behind the model change was to enhance aspects of the prior VaR model 
and to build a model that could be approved for use for regulatory capital purposes as part of the 
Basel 2.5 model review process. With respect to the Index VaR model itself, it should be noted 
that the model does not produce a consistently lower VaR than the Basel I model, and that the 
average difference between the output of the two models over the second quarter of 2012 was 
only 4%. The Firm believes that the Index VaR model is more robust than the prior model 
because it uses approved valuation models for inputs and uses underlying CIB-risk management 
systems to calculate risk sensitivities. Independent of the model change, the Firm has continued 
to de-risk the positions through active portfolio management prior to and throughout the period 
of the model’s implementation. 

h. Whether the model change was approved by the OCC and, if not, why not. 

As indicated above, the Firm’s regulators do not approve VaR models for risk 
management or reporting purposes. The OCC and other banking regulators were informed of the 
upcoming change during the model’s development phase and notified of the model’s formal 
implementation the same day it went live. In the third quarter of 20 1 2, the Firm sought 
regulatory approvals for the use of the Index VaR model for regulatory capital purposes. 

10. After purchasing a credit derivative position, does the CIO or the Investment Bank 
currently determine whether that position should be evaluated using tbe 
Comprehensive Risk Measure (CI^) or the Incrementai Risk Charge (IRC) 
required by the OCC, by caicuiating which measure would produce lower Risk 
Weighted Assets (RWA) results? If not, please indicate whether the CIO or 
Investment Bank ever used that approach in the past and, if so, during what dates. 
If the CIO or Investment Bank uses that same approach for other types of 
derivatives, please identify those other types of derivatives. 

The Firm does not determine the evaluation of positions in this manner. Positions are 
booked into the Firm’s CRM and IRC models based on regulatory requirements and standards. 
JPMorgan’s policy is — and always has been — that the interpretation of those requirements and 
standards is controlled by the Corporate Regulatory Policy Group (which is independent from 
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the lines of business) and the Finn’s capital governance process, which has not evaluated and 
does not evaluate positions in this manner. 

11. Has JPMorgan Chase ever hired or contracted with any third party, including any 
accounting firm, to obtain advice or services related to mathematical model 
revisions, procedures for categorizing assets, or other practices to “optimize” Risk 
Weighted Assets, produce lower RWA results, or minimize capital requirements? If 
so, please identify each such third party, the nature of the advice or services 
provided, and approximate dates. 

No, the Firm has not hired or contracted with any third party, including any accounting 
firm, with the purpose of obtaining advice or services related to mathematical model revisions, 
procedures for categorizing assets, or other practices to “optimize” Risk Weighted Assets 
(“RWA”), produce lower RWA results, or minimize capital requirements. 

12. During his hearing testimony on March 15, when asked about the Synthetic Credit 
Portfolio, Mr. Braunstein stated: “In hindsight, Senator, the position and the 
portfolio did not act as a hedge.” 

a. When did JPMorgan Chase come to that conclusion? 

b. What is the basis for that conclusion? 

While the Firm is not aware of a specific moment when it concluded that the Synthetic 
Credit Portfolio had ceased to act as a hedge, the Firm believes that at some point between April 
30, 2012 and May 10, 2012, the Firm understood that the Synthetic Credit Portfolio no longer 
provided the hedging protection it had provided historically. Beginning on April 23, the 
Synthetic Credit Portfolio began to suffer large losses, totaling almost $800 million over the 
course of six trading days. These large losses were inconsistent with the assurances CIO had 
provided to management prior to April 13 that the portfolio was a hedge, was balanced, and 
would “mean revert,” and they caused senior Firm management to send a new team - headed by 
a senior member of Firm-wide Market Risk - to conduct a detailed analysis of the positions in 
order to provide an independent assessment of the portfolio and its risks. During the course of 
this review in late April and early May, the team concluded that the positions in the Synthetic 
Credit Portfolio were not as well correlated as had been previously understood, and as a result, 
tbe Synthetic Credit Portfolio was both different from - and riskier than - how it had previously 
been described by CIO. 

13. At the hearing, JPMorgan Chase indicated that it supported requiring 
contemporaneous hedging documentation to identify the assets being hedged, how 
the hedge would reduce the risks associated with those assets, and how the hedge 
would be tested for effectiveness. Please describe any steps JPMorgan Chase has 
taken to institute that requirement and provide copies of any relevant forms. 
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JPMorgan understands that its regulators are currently developing rules that will contain 
appropriate documentation and other control requirements regarding hedging activity, and 
JPMorgan will adhere to those requirements. In the meantime, JPMorgan has taken steps to 
impose stronger internal controls over its structural hedging activity in a manner that 
appropriately reflects the approach in the proposed rules. 

CIO investments are subject to the investment parameters and investment targets as 
established by the CIO Investment Committee and in accordance with the Firm-wide risk policy 
and limit frameworks. Investment strategies and portfolio management processes are established 
by CIO senior management and the Investment Committee, with adherence to safe and soimd 
banking practices. The risk appetite for CIO is set annually by the Firm-wide Chief Operating 
Officer and the CIO, Treasury and Corporate Chief Risk Officer, Firm-wide CEO and Firm-wide 
CRO and presented to the Directors Risk Policy Committee. 

The CIO Investment Committee, which is chaired'by the Global Chief Investment 
Officer, is responsible for establishing the overall investment strategies to effectively manage the 
Firm’s structural interest rate and FX risks and overseeing hedging activities involved in 
managing those risks. 

The CIO Investment Committee is also required to approve new or changes to CIO 
hedging mandates. As part of the approval, the risks being hedged and the parameters to be 
applied to the management of those risks must be clearly defined and documented. This sets the 
framework for the effective hedging of those risks and the basis of the reporting and monitoring 
of that effectiveness, 

14. Please identify by date and description, and provide a copy of, the earliest document 
that JPMorgan Chase provided to the Office of the Comptrolier of the Currency 
(OCC) identifying the Synthetic Credit Portfolio by name. 

While the name of the portfolio, both within JPMorgan and in communications with 
regulators, has changed over time, JPMorgan provided the OCC with regular reporting with 
respect to the portfolio. On a routine basis, JPMorgan sent weekly Stress Results Reports to the 
OCC. In 201 1 and early January 2012, a number of these Stress Results Reports contain specific 
references to the “synthetics credit portfolio”;-^ the “synthetic credit book”, '' and the “synthetic 
credit tranche book”,^'^ In the years prior to 2011, reporting sent to the OCC also specifically 


- Stress Report - JPM-CIO-PSI-H 0006898 (Nov. 18, 201 1); Stress Report - JPM-CIO-PSI-H 0006947 
(Nov. 26, 201 1); Stress Report - JPM-CIO-PSI-H 0006949 (Jan. 6, 2012). 

Stress Report - JPM-CIO-PSI-H 0006951 (Nov. 4, 2011). 

- See, e.g., Stress Report - JPM-CIO-PSl-H 0006953 (Apr. 14, 2011); Stress Report - JPM-CIO-PSI-H 
0006955 (June 3, 201 1); Stress Report - JPM-CIO-PSI-H 0006957 (July 1, 2011); Stress Report - JPM-CIO-PSI-H 
0006959 (August 12, 201 1); Stress Report - JPM-CIO-PSI-H 0006961 (Sept. 9, 201 1). 
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referred to the portfolio, but it was generally referred to as the “Core Credit Book”, “EMEA 
Credit Tranche” book and the “CIO international eredit tranche” book. 

We are continuing to look for additional, earlier references to the Synthetic Credit 
Portfolio, by that name, in communications with the OCC and will supplement this response as 
necessary. 
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JPMorgan Chase & Co. Response to Questions 3. 4. 6 and 7 of the April 12, 2013 Letter 
from the United States Senate Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations 

Questions 3, 4, 6 and 7 of your April 12, 2012 letter ask JPMorgan Chase & Co, 
(“JPMorgan” or the “Firm”) to reconstruct the historic bid-ask spread for March 16 and 23 and 
April 1 1 and 1 7, 2012; and to explain whether the CIO used prices within the daily bid-ask 
spread on those dates and how the CIO traders’ reported loss amounts were derived. 

Unlike the U.S. equities market, where market participants have access to centralized, 
aggregated, real-time information reflecting the best bids and offers for a security, the derivatives 
market is a decentralized over-the-counter market where dealers are not required to publish 
binding bid-ask quotes and where their indicative quotes are not systematically disseminated. 
Because there is no mandated consolidated quotation system for derivatives, there is no 
uniformly acknowledged mechanism for identifying, on a historic basis, the relevant bids and 
offers in the market. While certain consensus prices for indices are available, those prices do not 
show a bid-ask spread; moreover, consensus prices for index tranches are not available on an 
intra-month basis. Consequently there is no historic data trail that shows bid-ask spreads for the 
dates you have asked about. After consulting with Firm personnel and a number of market 
experts, JPMorgan has not been able to identify any third party service or vendor who can create, 
maintain or reconstmct definitive bid-ask spreads for the indices and tranches. In addition, the 
CIO traders were not required to retain copies of all the indicative quotes and other market data 
they may have received and referred to when determining their marks on a day-to-day basis. For 
these reasons, JPMorgan has not been able to reconstruct a reliable and accurate historic market 
bid-ask spread for the intra-month dates you asked about and is therefore not able to state 
whether the CIO used prices within such a bid-ask spread on those particular trading days. 

3. On March 16, 2012, Julien Grout prepared a spreadsheet indicating that, on that 
day, losses incurred by the Synthetic Credit Portfolio had increased by at least S140 
million. According to its profit-loss records, however, the CIO reported internally 
that, on March 16, the Synthetic Credit Portfolio incurred a daily loss of about S3.9 
million. 

a. In calculating that $3.9 million loss, did the CIO use prices within the daily 
price range (bid-ask spread)? 

As discussed above, the Firm is not able to reconstruct an historic bid-ask spread and 
therefore is not able to state whether the CIO used prices within such a bid-ask spread. 

b. Please explain how the $3.9 million loss amount was derived, including 
whether prices at, near, or outside of the boundaries of the daily price range 
(bid-ask spread) were used. 

The profit and loss (“P&L”) for each of the four days identified in Questions 3, 4, 6 and 7 
were generally derived as follows; On the basis of observable market data, including non- 
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binding bid-ask quotations, from a number of different sources, the traders were responsible for 
assigning a value for each instrument in the book every business day. The traders entered the 
value for each instrument into the Firm’s trade management systems. Those values together with 
the book’s position data were used to generate the daily P&L for the Synthetic Credit Portfolio. 
Because it is not possible to recreate the historic bid-ask spread data for each of the instruments 
in the book, the Firm is not able to determine whether the value assigned for such instruments by 
the traders were at, near or outside the boundaries of the spreads. 

4. On March 23, 2012, Bruno Iksil sent the following communication to his supervisor, 
Javier Martin-Artajo: “I reckon we have today a loss of 300M using the best bid 
asks and appro.\. 600m from raids.” According to its profit-loss records, however, 
the CIO reported internally that, on March 23, the Synthetic Credit Portfolio 
incurred a daily loss of about S12.6 million. 

a. In calculating that S12.6 million loss, did the CIO use prices within the daily 
price range (bid-ask spread)? 

See above response to Question 3.a. 

b. Please explain how the $12.6 million loss amount was derived, including 
whether prices at, near, or outside the boundaries of the daily price range 
(bid-ask spread) were used. 

See above response to Question 3.b. 

6. On April 11, 2012, according to its profit-loss records, the CIO reported internally 
that the Synthetic Credit Portfolio incurred a daily loss of about $6.3 million, even 
though the prior day, the reported losses totaled about $415 million. 

a. In calculating that $6.3 million loss, did the CIO use prices within the daily 
price range (bid-ask spread)? 

See above response to Question 3.a. 

b. Please explain how the $6.3 million loss amount was derived, including 
whether prices at, near, or outside the boundaries of the daily price range 
(bid-ask spread) were used. 

See above response to Question 3.b. 

7. On April 17, 2012, according to its profit-loss records, the CIO reported internally 
that the Synthetic Credit Portfolio incurred a daily gain of about $10 million, after 
eight consecutive days of losses. 

a. In calculating that $10 million gain, did the CIO use prices within the daily 
price range (bid-ask spread)? 
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See above response to Question 3.a. 

b. Please explain how the $10 million gain amount was derived, including 
whether prices at, near, or outside the boundaries of the daily price range 
(bid-ask spread) were used? 

See above response to Question 3.b. 
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FRONT OFTTCE VALUATION GUIDANCE, December 2012 

I. Valuation Principles 

It is a cridail core value that employees act wth iniegrity at all times when conducting firm business, including die 
maintenance of iiL'cuiaie business records relating to the valuation piinciples ;«id processes described in this communicaiion. 

As a U.S. regulated corporation, J.P. Morgan Chase & Co. (the “Firm") is required to follow U.vS. generally accepted 
accounting principles C'US GAAF'). Under US G.AAP, the firm records ceitsiin financial assets and liabilities at fiur value on 
the balance .sheet, with change.s in fair value reported inthc Income Statement or Other Comprehensive Income. In addition, 
the Firm manages certain other assets or liabilities on a fair value basis and produces daily estimates of fair vahie and 
a.ssociated reporting, even though they are not canied at fair value on the balance sheet for US GAAP purpo.ses. This 
cammunicaiion relates to any financial asset or liability where a fair value e.siima(e is required. 

US GAAP defines fair value as “the price that would be received lo sell an asset or paid to transfer a liability in anordcrly 
Pansaction between marker participants at the measurement date.*’ This is sometimes referred to a,s “exit price." Fair value i.s 
the price that a third party would be willing to pay for an asset, not whiU JPM may believe the asset .should be worth. Fair 
value is mea.surcd for a 'nomiar sized position. 

The determination ofexii price w'ithin the bid-offer spread typically involves judgment by the trading desk or ri.sk taking 
bu.siness that manages the Firm'.s open po.stiions (the ".Front Office”) and specific practices and nomrs should be agreed with 
V^CG and the LOB CFO. For example, the Firm marts to a mid level for derivative market making books as a practical 
expedient. Any additional valiuition adjustments, including those for size, would ricecl to be agreed with VCG through the Fair 
Value Adjustment process. 

Knowingly marking or providing a valuation on a Finn position or instrument by the Front Office which i.s not representative 
of fair value is a falsificarioo of busine.ss records - it is known as “nusmarking" and is prohibited. You must provide marks 
and valuations consistent with the guidance herein. If you are aware or .susjxjct that a {w.sition or instrumenr may not be 
marked at fair value, you have an obligation to notify Compliance immediately. 

Any questian.s or uncertainty about the applicability of this communication to a particular circum.siancc must be rttised with 
your manager and the LOB CFO contner in your business. In addition, trading or risk taking pci’sonneJ who manage the Firm’s 
open positions mu.st identify to their manugemern and I.OB CFO any situation where a po.sition or insfminent is not being 
valued in uccordiuice with tlic Firm’.s fair valuation process described below. 

II. Front Office Valuations 

Tlie Front Oftlcehas the responsibiiily for nuirking die Finn's instruments to fair value on a regular ba,sis. This respon.sibility 
extends to iastrements classified in all levels of Uic fair value liierarchy. All Front Office marks form the foundation for the 
Firm’s e.sljmatcs of fair value and daily profit and los-s reporting. 

Front Office marks must be calculated using available market-based information, including recent trunsaetion data, price 
quotations, and other valuation inpui.s. Fair value .should be estimated using tt>e following hierarchy. Regardless of the method 
used, or the type of a.ssei private equity or an cxchiingc uuded equity), the pbjeetive remains the same, to most accurately 
estimate the exit price in the cuneni miuket: 

• Quoted maj'kct prices or inputs for the same insiniuient. such as recent tran.saclion data, where available 

• Quoted market prices or inputs for similar but still liquid instiumcnls 

• Quoted market prices or inputs for less liquid similar insiruinents 

• For tho.se p<?siiion.s where an ob-scrvable market does not exist (Level 3). the Front Office may us-e u valuation mode! 
if it has been approved by the Model Review and Development Group ("MRC”) to estimate fair value 

For certain instrunicnfs where automated data feeds of pricing information are available on a continuous ba&is (price sourcing) 
tlie From Office may use the feed to serve as the basi.s for valuations. 

In addition, the Front Office is also rcspon.sible for ensuring that any model used to estimate fair value, to the best of their 
knowledge, is being used appropriately. For any trade that is approximately loaded, the Front Office must ensure that it is 
appropriately Hugged in the system and that the Middle Office and VCG are both norified. For any trade that is approximately 


1 


CONFIDENTIAL TREATMENT REQUESTED BY J.P. MORGAN CHASE & CO. 


JPM-CIO-PSi-H 0006945 



1112 


modeled, the Front OlTice should notify both Quantitative R&search and MRO to highlight the approximation for fmthcr 
review. 

m. VCG Verifies Fair Value 

VCG IS a control function, indejjendent of the Front Office, 'Whose responsibility' is to: ti ) independently verify the Front Office 
marks, and (iil determine any valuation adjustment required to the Front Office marks to ensure that assets and liabilities arc 
recorded at fair value as defined by LIS GAAP. VCG has sole responsibility for deiermining. documeiUing and executing any 
valuation adjustments required to record positions at value. 

In. the event there i.s a differ eticc of opinion around Fair Value between the From Office and VCG, the burden of proof rests 
with the From Office to .support its opinion and VCG will determine the Fair Value to be recorded in the books and records of 
the Finn. 
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Office of the Comptroller of the Currency 


Washington, DC 20219 


June 27, 2013 


The Honorable Carl Levin 
Chairman 

Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations 

Committee on Homeland Security and Governmental Affairs 

United States Senate 

Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Chairman Levin: 

Enclosed please find my responses to the questions for the record siihniilted following the 
March 15, 2013, hearing on “JPMorgan Chase Whale Trades: A Case History of Derivatives 
Risks and Abuses.” 

Since the hearing, the OCC has been giving careful consideration to the recommendations in 
the PSPs report on the JPMorgan Chase trades, and has taken several steps to improve our 
supervision of large bank derivatives portfolios. We have detailed these steps in our 
responses to the questions that follow. 

In addition, I wanted to ensure you were aware that our Large Bank Supervi.sion (LBS) 
program has nine network groups in specialty risk areas, including one for Capital Markets. 
Examiners from each large bank team are members of the network groups, and each group is 
headed by a Lead Expen. These groups are intended to ensure that the following key 
objective.s are accomplished: 

• Systemic and emerging risk issues and policy related issues arc identified and 
discussed; 

• Information and unique supervi.sion techniques to promote consistent and progressive 
supervision arc shared; 

• Senior LBS leadership is kept informed of systemic and emerging risk issues, and 
policy related issues; 

• Appropriate risk metrics arc developed by working with Data and Analytics User 
groups; and 

• Examiner training and development initiatives arc sponsored and formalized. 

With these objectives in mind, our Capital Markets network group will be critical to the 
success of the improvements we arc making to our supervision of derivatives portfolios. 


PSI-OCC-Z7-000001 



1115 


I hope the information detailed in the enclosure is helpful to the Committee, If you have any 
questions, please contact Carrie Moore, Director, Congressional Liaison, at (202) 649-6737, 
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QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD 
for 

Thomas Curry, Scott Waterhouse, and Michael Sullivan 
Office of the Comptroller of the Currency 
PERMANENT SUBCOMMITTEE ON INVESTIGATIONS 


Hearing on 

“JPMorgan Chase Whale Trades: A Case History of Derivatives Risks & Abuses” 


1. JPMoigan Chase did not fully disclose to the OCC the existence and nature of the Synthetic 
Credit Portfolio for five years. Please describe what steps the Office of the Comptroller of the 
Currency (OCC) has taken or plans to take, if any, to require the large banks it regulates to 
identify all internal investment portfolios or trading books with derivatives over a specified 
notional size, and provide periodic performance data for those activities or holdings. Please 
provide copies of any related written materials given to examiners on this issue. 

Response: The OCC is taking several steps to require the large banks we regulate to identify 
large derivatives holdings. The recommendations in the report of the Senate Pennanent 
Subcommittee on Investigations (PSI) regarding the JPMC trading loss, along with the results of 
our internal review, were widely discussed with, and distributed to, our large bank examiners and 
already are being incorporated into the OCC’s examination processes. Our examiners have 
reinforced with all large institutions our expectation that they report to the OCC all material 
aspects of their operations. In addition, OCC examiners are reviewing the effectiveness of bank 
reporting and other control processes to ensure that banks’ derivative activities and performance 
are transparent, both to their own internal control personnel and to examiners. 

Second, the OCC is revising our examination handbook that covers trading and derivatives 
activities, to integrate the recommendations from the PSI report and lessons learned from the 
OCC’s own internal investigation. The handbook will incorporate these recommendations into 
procedures for use by all of our large bank examiners to ensure that trading and derivative 
activities of large banks are examined in a consistent and rigorous manner. The revised handbook 
will describe the control framework that banks are expected to maintain for the safe and sound 
use of derivatives, including when that use is for hedging purposes. The handbook will 
specifically make clear that the framework will need to include the identification and repotting of 
significant derivatives exposures, anywhere in the bank. The OCC plans to expedite the 
communication to the industry of this aspect of the hattdbook through the issuance of interim 
supplemental examination procedures. 

The OCC vrill share the new handbook and any guidance referenced in our answers with the 
Subcommittee, as soon as they ore issued. 

2. Please describe what steps the OCC has taken or plans to take, if any, to detect at the large 
banks it regulates undisclosWl derivatives trading with notional values, net exposures, or profit- 
loss reports over specified amounts. Please provide copies of any related written materials given 
to examiners or other OCC personnel on detecting undisclosed derivatives trading. 

Response: As discussed above, the OCC is taking several steps to require the large banks we 
regulate to identify and provide more detailed reports on significant derivative exposures. 
Consistent with the lessons we have learned from the Whale incident, and the recommendations 
of the PSI’s Report, we also are taking steps to detect undisclosed derivatives trading activity. 
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QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD 
for 

Thomas Curry, Scott Waterhouse, and Michael Sullivan 
Office of the Comptroller of the Currency 
PERMANENT SUBCOMMITTEE ON INVESTIGATIONS 
Hearing on 

“JPMorgan Chase Whale Trades; A Case History of Derivatives Risks & Abuses” 


We have directed our large bank examiners to review carefully the reports provided by the large 
banks we regulate, and we have specifically emphasized to our examiners the importance of 
reviewing these reports to identify inconsistencies with information provided to senior 
management and regulators. We have also directed our examiners to evaluate the effectiveness of 
banks’ risk management and internal audit functions in ensuring that bank management reports 
accurately represent risks posed by banks’ derivative activities. We will incorporate specific 
reference to these procedures into our revised examination handbook. 

In addition, the OCC is using data from third-party repositories as a means to identify 
concentrated risk positions and undisclosed trading activity. As described in greater detail below, 
the OCC is monitoring data on credit default .swap (CDS) transactions using data we obtain from 
the Trade Information Warehouse of the Depository Trust and Clearing Corporation (DTCC), 
While this data has some limitations, it provides an independent source of information on bank 
CDS activities. Since April 2012, the OCC kis been providing this data to examiners for use in 
their regular interaction with bank risk managers, and as a cross-check to biink-rcported 
information for CDS. 

The OCC also is exploring options to obtain more detailed and comprehensive trade data 
regarding CDS and certain other types of derivatives from swap data repositories (SDRs). SDRs, 
which were mandated by the Dodd-Frank Act (DFA), will ultimately be the repositories for 
detailed transaction data on all categories of swaps. However, the DFA requires the OCC and 
other prudential regulators to agree to indemnify the SDR in order to accc.ss swap data, impeding 
our access to it. The OCC cannot provide an open-ended indemnification to SDRs that would 
expo.se the agency to an unknown contingent liability. In addition to supporting a legislative 
solution to this problem, the OCC is working with other agencies to find a means to obtain this 
data. This data would provide us with another means to identify undisclosed trading activity in a 
broader range of asset classes, in addition to CDS. 

Examples of related written materials given to examiners on detecting undisclosed derivatives 
trading are included in Appendix A. Tliis topic is also discussed in the following handbooks: 

Comptroller’s Handbook: Risk Management of Financial Derivatives 
http://www.occ.eov/Duhlicatioiis/piiblications-bv-tvpe/comntrollers-handbook/deriv.pdf 
(which is being revised) 

Comptroller’s Handbook; Management and Board Process 

litlp://www.occ.gov/publicaiions/publicalions-bv-ivi)e/comntrollers- 
hundbook/manaL’emenl 1 .pdf 

Comptroller’s Handbook; Management Information Sy.stcm 

httn://www.occ.gov/puhricutioiis/miblicalions-bv-tvpc^oniptrollers-haiidbook/iiiis.ptll 
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QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD 
for 

Thomas Curry, Scott Waterhouse, and Michael Sullivan 
Office of the Comptroller of the Currency 
PERMANENT SUBCOMMITTEE ON INVESTIGATIONS 
Hearing on 

“JPMorgaii Chase Whale Trades: A Case History of Derivatives Risks & Abuses” 


Comptroller’s Handbook: Internal and External Audits 
hltp:y/www.occ.eov/pilblic:itions/publicalions-bv-lvne/coiniil rollers 
haiidbook/20Q3AuditHB.ndf 

3. JPMorgan Chase increased the notional size of the Synthetic Credit Portfolio from 54 billion 
to $51 billion in 2011, and to $157 billion in the first quarter of 2012, Please describe what 
procedures the OCC uses or plans to use to monitor the size of the derivatives holdings at the 
large banks it regulates, to track rapid increases within a quarter, and to determine when the sheer 
size of a particular derivatives holding or portfolio is incurring too much risk and needs to be 
reduced. In addition, please describe what actions a bank examiner is expected to take when a 
particular derivatives holding or portfolio becomes too large or too risky. Please provide copies of 
any related written materials given to examiners on monitoring and evaluating the size of bank 
derivative holdings. 

Response: As described above, the OCC is taking several .steps to require the large banks we 
regulate to identify and provide reports on significant derivative positions. The OCC is using 
these reports to monitor the size of the derivatives holdings at large banks, to track rapid increases 
within a qviarter, and to identify when the sheer size of particular derivatives holdings may be 
overly risky. As mentioned above, we also are using CDS trade data from DTCC's Trade 
Information Warehouse, which is available at the transaction-level, to monitor the size of certain 
derivatives holdings of the institutions that we supervise. The OCC also is routinely reviewing 
the Warehouse’s data for concentrated positions in individual reference names (e.g., credit 
derivatives indices) to identify positions that may become illiquid, exacerbating risk. 

A goal of supervision is to ensure bank processes (particularly limit structures and internal control 
functions) are strong enough to prevent an exposure that is imprudent. When an examiner 
believes that a portfolio or holding has become too large or too risky, we expect the examiner to 
inform the bank’s examiner-in-charge and investigate the i.s.sue more fully. The examiner is 
expected to meet with management to discuss the nature of the exposures created by the portfolio 
or holdings and any limit brcache.s. If warranted, the examiner is expected to perform a targeted 
examination to identify any imprudent risks created by the bank’s portfolio or holdings. If a bank 
is found to be taking excessive risks, the OCC expects our examiners to initiate a supervisory 
action. 

The OCC’s general expectation for examiners to identify and communicate to bank management 
areas of emerging risks was reinforced in the OCC’s Supervisory Memo 2011-5 on the use of the 
OCC’s Risk Assessment System (RAS). As noted in that memo, the RAS is meant to be used as 
a tool to identify, communicate, and effect appropriate responses to the build-up of risks or 
deficiencies in risk management systems at OCC-supcrvi.sed institutions. The memo instructed 
examiners that they should take appropriate supervisory actions when there arc unwarranted risks 
that require better mitigation, exposures that must be reduced, or inadequate/ineffective risk 
management practices that must be remediated. We plan to reinforce these general expectations 
in our revised trading and derivatives handbook. 
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QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD 
for 

Thumus Curry, Scott Waterhouse, and Michael Sullivan 
Otficc of the Comptroller of the Currency 
PERMANENT SUBCOMMHTEE ON INVESTIGATIONS 
Hcuriiif; on 

“JPMorgan Chase Whale Trades: A Case History of Derivatives Risks & Abuses” 


Examples of related written materials given to examiners on monitoring and evaluating the size 
of bank derivative holdings are included in Appendix A. This topic is iilso discussed in the 
following handbooks: 

Comptroller’s Handbook: Risk Management of Financial Derivatives 
h tlD://www.iicc.t.'ov/ niiblicalionsypiihlications-bv-lvpc/complrt)llers-luHKllniuk/deri\.iid(' 
(which is being revised) 

Comptroller’s Handbook: Management Information System 

hllp://www.occ.fl ov/puhlicalioiis/ p iihliealions-hv-lvpe/ cotn| )l nillers-handhook/iiiis.nd < 
Comptroller’s Handbook: Large Bank Supervision 

liiln:/Av\vw.occ.gov7inihHcaiioiis/miblicalioiis-hv-ivne/compi rollers-haii dhook/l bs.pdf 

4. Does JPMorgan Chase currently provide the OCC with daily profit and loss data for the Chief 
Investment Office (CIO)? Does it also provide daily profit and loss data for the CIO's individual 
investment portfolios or trading books? If not, docs the OCC plan to require daily profit and loss 
data for the CIO's individual investment portfolios or trading books? 

Response: Yes, We now receive dttily profit and loss statements covering all CIO investment 
and trading activities. 

5. Hearing Exhibit 39 is a list prepared by JPMorgan Chase of CIO risk limit breaches. The list 
indicates that, in the founh quarter of 201 1, the Synthetic Credit Portfolio breached its risk limits 
6 limes; in the first quarter of 2012, it breached its ri.sk limits 170 times; and in the month of April 
alone, it breached its risk limits 160 limes. 

a. Were OCC examiners at JPMorgan Chase aware at the time of this sudden increase in the 
number of risk limit breaches by the Synthetic Credit Portfolio? 

Response: The OCC received a daily e-mail that contained spreadsheet attachments highlighting 
limit excesses. We reviewed Corporate and Investment Bank positions on a regular basis. 
However, based on our faulty assumption that the CIO was not engaged in any high-risk 
activities, we did not regularly review the CIO spreadsheets and, consequently, we did not delect 
the rapid increase in exposures. 

b. Please describe what steps the OCC has taken or plans to lake, if any, to ensure on-site 
e.vaminers at large banks analyze the bank’s ri.sk limit breach data on a timely basis to identify 
sudden or prolonged i^cre,^ses in the number of risk limit breaches or other problems. Please 
provide copies of any related written materials given to examiners requiring the analysis of bank 
risk limit breach data. 

Response: The OCC is taking a number of steps to en.sure that our large bank examiners analyze 
banks’ risk limit breach data in a timely manner to identify sudden or prolonged increases in the 
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QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD 
for 

'I'homa.s Curry, Scott Waterhouse, and Michael Sullivan 
Office of the Comptroller of the Currency 
PERMANENT SUBCOMMITTEE ON INVESTIGATIONS 
Hearing on 

“JPMorgan Chase Whale Trades: A Case History of Derivatives Risks & Abuses” 


number of risk limit breaches. First, we have emphasized the importance of evaluating limits and 
breaches in the context of discussing the JPMC trading loss, and the results of otir internal review, 
with our large bank examiners. We also have continued to emphasi/.e the importance of 
evaluating the ongoing effectiveness of proce.s.scs and trends in bank exposures, including 
breaches, both through the process of setting supervisory strategies for large bank.s and in regular 
discussion groups organized for large bank examiners. In addition, the OCC's mvised handbook 
will make clear that examiners must review banks’ risk limit breach data on a timely basis. It 
also will clarify that examiners must determine whether banks themselves have strong risk 
management processes, including audit functions to ensure that risk limit breaches are 
appropriately monitored and addressed. 

Written materials regarding analysis of bank risk limit breaches is discussed in the slide deck 
used for training purposes titled ‘ Derivatives Basics and Bank Supervision" included in 
Appendix .A, and in: 

Comptroller's Handbook: Risk Manageittcnt of Financial Derivatives 
hltn://svww.occ.gov7publicat ions/ptiblicatioiis-bv-tvp e/com ptrollers-hantlb ook/de ri v.pdf 
(which is being revised) 

c. If an on-site examiner at ti large bank becomes aware of a sudden or prolonged increase in the 
number of risk limit breaches at a bank, plea.se de.scribe what steps the OCC has taken or plans to 
lake, if any, to instruct that examiner on the actions to be taken in response. Is it sufficient for the 
OCC examiner simply to determine that the bank itself is aware of the breach data, or must the 
examiner also identify the risky activities causing the breaches and ensure those risky activities 
are being curbed? Please provide copies of any related written materials given to large bank 
examiners on the actions to be taken in response to elevated risk limit breaches, 

Response: During monthly calls with our large bank examiners, we have emphasized that the 
OCC expects our examiners to assess the reasons for sudden or prolonged breaches, and 
determine if management’s actions in response to such breaches are appropriate. It is not 
sufficient for an examiner to simply ensure the bank is aware of risk limit breaches. If an 
examiner determines that the bank has inadequate risk controls, we expect the examiner to 
escalate the issue to more senior levels of bank :ind OCC maniigcmcnl, through discussions or an 
in-depth review. A bank’s failure to prudently address limit breaches could result in a 
supervi.sory action. Our expectation that examiners need to inscsligale the root cause of sudden 
and prolonged breache.s of a bank's risks limits, and to direct that the bank take appropriate 
corrective action, is an underlying principle of our examination manuals and procedures. As we 
update our revised handbook for trading and derivatives activity, wc will be sure that these 
expectations arc clearly articulated. 

The examination of risk controls is currently discussed in: 

Comptroller's Handbook: Bank Supervision Process 
hUp://wtvw.occ. c ov/puhlicuiioiis/piiblicatioiis-hv-tvix7conw iriiHeis- 
handlnxtk/ pdf/hank.stipervisionptx)ccss.pdf 
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Oflicc of the Comptroller of the Currency 
PERMANENT SUBCOMMITTEE ON INVESTIGATIONS 
Hearing on 

“JPMorgan Chase Whale Trades: A Case History of Derivatives Risks & Abuses” 


Comptroller's Handbook: Management and Board Process 

hllp://www.occ.aov/r>iihlicalions/iiuhlicalions-bv-tvnc/ccimnlrollers- 

liundbook/ management I .ndf 

Comptroller’s Handbook: Large Bank Supervision 

littp: //\vww.occ.flovypuhlicalions/pul') li calions-bv-iv pc/com plr nllers-haiidl)ook/lhs.i)tlf 

Copies of OCC enforcement policies also are included in Appendix A. 

6. The JPMorgan Chase whale trades disclosed how, once the Synthetic Credit Portfolio began 
incurring losses, the bank’s personnel changed the way they were valuing the derivatives and 
used prices that produced smaller reported losses. However, because they still ii.sed prices that 
generally fell within the daily price range (bid-ask spread). JPMorgan Chase supported their 
changed derivative valuation practices. 

a. Please describe what steps the OCC has taken or plans to take, if any, to strengthen its 
oversight of derivative valuation practices at large banks and stop the manipulation of derivative 
prices to reduce reported losses. Please provide copies of related written materials given to 
examiners to evaluate derivative valuation practices. 

Response: The OCC is taking a number of steps to strengthen the oversight of derivative 
valuation practices at large banks. First, the OCC has made clear to our large bank examiners 
that they are responsible for reviewing banks’ valuation controls relating to the pricing of 
derivatives. Traders provisionally mark their portfolios on a daily basis. At month-end, banks 
use various sources to determine the portfolios’ fair value as required by U.S. GAAP. When 
determining fair value, GAAP requires prioritizing observable, unadjusted inputs, such as prices 
from a stock exchange, over unobservable, adjusted inputs, such as internal models. To ensure 
accurate pricing, large banks have valuation control groups to confirm independently those 
month-end prices. The OCC expects our examiners to review the effectiveness of these 
independent efforts, including reviewing summary reports issued by valuation control groups that 
identify variations in desk level activity. For example, examiners must evaluate how a bank 
resolves pricing disagreements between the independent control group and traders and confirm 
that the independent control group is prevailing in pricing disagreements. 

The OCC also plans to reinforce widely recognized be.st practice guidance issued by the G-30' by 
indicating that market-makers should value derivative positions at the mid-market price, less 
adjustments (e.g., credit or liquidity). The OCC will also emphasize that, by contrast, end-users 
(i.e., a non-market-making price taker), should mark a derivative on the bid side of the market if 
the position is long, and the offered side of the market, if the position is short. 


‘ Derivatives: Practices and Principles (Global Derivatives .Study Group). July, 199J 
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These praeliccs and principles will be included in the revisions to the examination handbook that 
covers trading and dcrivntives activities, mentioned above. Additionally, OCC policy units arc 
reviewing other potential avenue.s, such tts the OCC's Bank Accounting Advisory Scries, to 
reinforce appropriate valuation principles and compliance with GAAP. 

The evaluation of derivative valuation practice.? is di.scusscd in the following materials provided 
to examiners: 

OCC Bulletin 1999-2, Ri.sk Management of Financial Derivative.? and Banking Trading 
Activiiie.s - Supplemental Guidance 

llltp.'//www.i)cc.gnv'/news-i.ssnanccs/l)iillctiiis/l999/biiHeliii-l999-2.hlnil 

Comptroller’.? Handbook: Risk Management of Financial Derivatives 
httn:/iwww.occ.g<iv/ publication.s/piib licatiiins-hv-!voe/complr[illcr.s-handbook/tleiiv.p dl' 
(which is being revi.sed) 

Comptroller’s Handbook; Management and Board Process 
htlp://w'w w.occ.gov/puhlic;tlions/piibl icalioiis-bv-lvne/coinol rollers- 
liaiidbook/inanauemeni I .pill’ 

Comptroller’s Handbook: Internal and External Audits 

hlln: /Avww.occ.i-’ov/mihllcati(ins/raiblicalions-hv-lvne/coni nlrollcrs- 

haiKtbook/2(Kj3AiiditH B.ptlf 

b. Has the OCC taken or does it plan to take any steps to encourage large banks to use 
independent derivatives pricing .services that mark derivative values at or near 
the midpoint of the daily price range (bid-ask spread)'? 

Response: Independent derivatives pricing .sen iccs provide important information for bank 
valuation processes and have been in regular use at the largest banks for years. The OCC expects 
banks to also use independent pricing services as well as other independent sources to value 
derivatives. 


The revised examination handbook will emphasize the OCC's expectations with respect to bank 
use of independent source.? for pricing derivxttives, as described in 6a. 

c. What examination activities, if any, does the OCC currently conduct with mspcct to 
independent derivatives pricing .services? 

Response: The OCC does not directly examine independent pricing services. Instead, as 
discussed funher below, the OCC reviews bank valuation controls to en.sure that bank,? have 
independent processes to evaluate the integrity of ail sources used in valuing their positions. In 
addition, we examine the effectiveness .and rc.sults of the.se valuation control processes. 
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d. At the hearing, you indicated that the OCC requires the banks it regulates to comply, at a 
minimum, with U.S. Generally Accepted Accounting Principles, including Accounting Standards 
Codification Topic 820-10-35 on fair value measurements and disclosures related to derivatives. 
Has the OCC taken or does it plan to take any steps to inform the large banks it regulates that it is 
against OCC policy for a bank to change its derivatives pricing practices when losses ore 
occurring and repon smaller losses - even when the prices fall within the bid-ask spread? 

Response: Federal law requires targe insured depository institutions to prepare financial 
statements in accordance with GAAP. See 12 U.S.C. 1831m; 12 CFR pan 363. U.S. GAAP does 
not allow entities to change valuation practices to minimize losses. A fbnhcoming addition of the 
OCC's Bank Accounting Advisory Series, and the revised handbook will moke this clear. 

e. Has the OCC taken or does it plan to take any steps to require large banks to quantify and 
disclose at month or quaner end the extent to which their derivatives prices deviated from the 
midpoint prices during the covered time period, and disclose when their derivative prices fell at, 
near, or outside the boundaries of the daily price range (bid-ask spread)? 

Response: As described in response to question 6(a), the OCC is taking a number of steps to 
strengthen the oversight of derivative valuation practices at large banks. The revised handbook 
will emphasize that banks’ control processes need to provide support for all prices used in valuing 
positions. It will state that prices used must be independently confirmed, including an 
independent and thorough analysis of the validity of the information that control processes rely on 
to verify valuation. We also will ituorporate these expectations in the interim supplemental 
examination procedures that we are developing. 

7. With respect to the Value-at-Risk (VaR) model change that was disclosed in JPMorgan 
Chase’s third quarter 2012 iO-Q filing and resulted in an approximately 20% decrease in the VaR 
results reported to the public, please explain: 

a. What units within the JPMorgan Chase bank use the revised VaR model? 

Response: The model was used by the Chief Investment Office and the Corporate and 
Investment Bank. 

b. whether the change applies to VaR models with a 95% or 99% confidence level; 

Response: The change applies only to the VaR model with a 95% confidence level, which is the 
confidence level mandated by the SEC. 

c. whether the model change was approved by the OCC and, if not, why not. 

Response: JPMC requested OCC approval to use the revised VaR model at a 99% confidence 
level for regulatory capital purposes. The OCC reviewed the bank’s methodology and decided 
not to approve the change because it did not meet OCC requirements for market risk regulatory 
capital models: it did not adequately capture single name exposures and was not consistent with 
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the model used in the Investment Bunk for other CDS index and tranche positions. FurtiKnnore, 
the OCC was not satisfied with the bank's model controls and would not have approved the 
model change for capital purposes until the bank had improved its established controls to the 
OCC’s satisfaction. However, the bank was not required to obtain OCC approval for its SEC 
filings. 

d. whether the nmlel change has created a difference between the VaR models used by 
JPMorgan Chase to calculate its capital requirements and the VaR models used 

by JPMorgan Chase to inform the public about its risk analysis and, if so, whether the OCC has 
any concerns about that difference; 

Response: The OCC believes that banks should provide robust public disclosure of their market 
risks. Public disclosure imposes market discipline on banks’ market risk capital models and 
banks’ capital adequacy. Accordingly, the OCC now requires banks to make various public 
disclosures using the same VaR models they use to calculate capital. The OCC’s revised market 
risk capital rule, effective January 1, 2013, requires banks to m^e public quantitative and 
qualitative disclosures regarding their market risk and market risk capital requirements. See 12 
CFR part 3, appendix B, | 12. These disclosures include, for each material trading portfolio, the 
bank’s high, low, and mean VaR and stressed-VaR and the characteri.slics of the bank’s market 
risk capital models. 

e. what review, if any, the OCC conducted of the model change and what specific components 
of the revised model are primarily responsible for the decrease in reported VaR re.sults; and 

Response: The OCC reviewed the bank’s model documentation provided by the bank, including 
testing results and performance analysis. That analysis showed the two most important changes 
to the VaR model that caused a decrease in measured VaR were the use of price data from less 
actively-traded credit indices and the use of relative shifts in credit spreads. 

f. whether the OCC agrees with JPMorgan Chase that its activities should be seen as 
substantially less risky than they were prior to the model change 

Response: No, we do not agree with JPMorgan Chase that its activities should be seen as 
substantially less risky than they were prior to the model change. Changing the VaR model does 
not change the riskiness of the underlying activities; it only changes the way the risk is described. 

8. The evidence indicates that JPMorgan Chase applies two sets of Value-at-Risk models to its 
credit derivative portfolios, a VaR model with a 99% conftdence level for OCC bank call reports 
and a VaR model with a 93% confidence level for SEC public filings. Please describe the legal 
basis and substantive rationale for petmitting a bonk to apply two different Value-at-Risk models 
to the same portfolio and provide different VAR results in its OCC call reports versus its SEC 
public filings. Please also describe how cotiunon it is for large banks to use different VaR models 
and report different VaR results in their OCC coll reports versus their SEC filings. 
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Response: The OCC’s market risk capital rule, which is consistent with the international Market 
Risk framework developed by the Basel Comnrittee on Banking Supervision and the International 
Organization of Securities Commissions, requires banks to measure general market risk using a 
VaR model with a 99% confidence level. The OCC believes this confidence level is necessary to 
determine an appropriately conservative capital requirement over the longer term, e.g., a 5-1 year 
credit cycle. Additionally, the disclosures that ore required by the OCC’s revised market risk 
capital rule, which became effective on January 1, 2013, provide transparency to market 
participants with regard to the calculation of a bank’s market risk capital requirement. The SEC 
permits companies to make market risk disclosures using VaR models with a 95% confidence 
level. Using different confidence levels can be appropriate to meet different objectives. For 
example, the OCC's capital rules ore designed to ensure that banks have adequate capital relative 
to risk, while the SEC’s disclosure rules are designed to provide the public with information to 
make informed investment decisions based on how banks manage risks on a daily basis. 

9. Please describe what coordination takes place, if any, between the OCC and the Securities and 
Exchange Commission (SEC) regarding disclosures in SEC filings by nationally 

chartered banks regarding VaR results or VaR model changes. In addition, please explain to what 
extent OCC and SEC requirements and procedures have been coordinated or integrated to ensure 
meaningful VaR disclosures about bank risks to investors. 

Response: The OCC has recently reached out to SEC staff to discuss possible ways to achieve 
more clear and meaningful VaR disclosures. The OCC is currently in the process of reviewing 
VaR disclosures provided by large banking organizations, both domestic and foreign. We are 
working to identify “best practice" disclosures. We plan to share our conclusions regarding these 
best practice disclosures with the SEC. 

10. Evidence shows that JPMorgan Chose took steps to change the models it used to calculate 
Value-at Risk, Comprehensive Risk Measure, and Risk Weighted Assets results to produce lower 
risk results and capital requirements. Please describe what steps the OCC has taken or plans to 
lake, if any, to require large banks to disclose when a proposed change to a required risk or 
capital model is likely to produce materially lower risk results or capital requirements; to conduct 
a rigorous review of any such model changes to determine whether lower results or capital 
requirements are justified; and to uncover, punish, and prevent any attempts at model 
manipulation. 

Response: The OCC's market risk capital rule requires the OCC's prior written approval before a 
national bank may use a model to calculate its capital requirements. The rule requires a national 
bank to notify the OCC if it plans to ( I ) make a change to an approved model that would result in 
a material change to the bank's risk-weighted assets, (2) extend the use of an approved model to a 
new business line or product type, or (3) make any material change to its modeling assumptions. 
The rule contains many additional requirements designed to ensure that models properly calculate 
risk. See 12 CFR part 3, appendix B, § 3. The OCX! has published additional supervisory 
guidance on model risk management, the latest being OCC Bulletin 201 1-12. 
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The OCC will bring appropriate action against any national bank that attempts to manipulate its 
capital models or violate the OCC's capital rules. For example, the OCC’s consent order with 
JPMC noted violations of the OCC's market risk capital rule. The order contains a detailed 
article requiring improvements to the bank's model risk nuuiagement to comply with OCC rules 
and stand^s. The OCC issued a news release publicizing the order. Both the release and the 
order are on the OCC's website. 

Finally, the federal securities laws could requite a bank's holding company to disclose an OCC 
enforcement action in public SEC filings. 

11. During his hearing testimony on March IS, 2013, when asked about the Synthetic Credit 
Portfolio, Mr. Braunstein stated: “In hindsight. Senator, the position and the portfolio did not act 
as a hedge.” 

a. When did JPMorgan Chase first provide that information to the OCC? Please describe the 
circumstances, including the date and the parties involved, and provide a copy of any related 
written materials. 

Response; JPMorgan Chase did not provide this information to the OCC. However, various 
bank officials made public statements to this effect after the CIO's losses became public. For 
example, Jamie Dimon, JPMorgan Chase's chairman and chief executive, acknowledged in his 
testimony before the Senate Banking Committee in June 20 1 2 that “this portfolio morphed into 
something that, rather than protect the Him, creoied new and potentially larger risks.” 

b. Does the OCC agree that the Synthetic Credit Portfolio did not act as a hedge? 

Response: Yes, we agree. 

12. Until the hearing, JPMorgan Chase had repeatedly described the Synthetic Credit Portfolio as 
a risk-reducing hedge, even though it was unable to produce contemporaneous documentation 
indicating the assets being hedged, how the hedge was designed or sized, or how its effectiveness 
was tested. Please describe what steps the OCC has taken or plans to take, if any, to require large 
banks to establish contemporaneous hedging documentation that identifies the assets being 
hedged, how the hedge lowers the risk associated with those assets, how and when the hedge will 
be tested for effectiveness, and how the hedge will be unwound and by whom. 

Response: The OCC plans to incorporate the PSI’s recommendations with respect to hedge 
documentation into the revised handbook for derivatives activities. The OCC also has discussed 
these recommendations with exam staff at the large trading firms as port of its normal monthly 
Price Risk calls. In addition, the OCC is in the process of developing interim supplemental 
examination procedures to clearly conununicate oor expectations regarding documentation of 
material derivatives hedges to our examiners. 

13. Under current OCC risk weighted asset and capital rules, large banks may have lessened 
capital charges for derivatives positions than for other assets, including fully collateralized loans. 
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Section 13(d)(3) of the Bank Holding Company Act (BHCA) explicitly authorizes the OCC and 
other regulators to impose higher capital charges for derivatives positions that arise from 
“permitted activities” under the Voicker Rule. Please describe what steps the OCC has taken or 
plans to take, if any, to implement higher capital charges for derivatives positions under Section 
13(d)(3) of the BHCA, the Basel III framework, or other applicable statutes or rules. 

Response: On August 30, 2012, the Federal banking agencies published revisions to our market 
risk capital requirements, which apply to banking organizations engaged in significant trading 
activities, including trading in derivatives. The final market risk capital rule, which became 
effective on January 1, 2013, substantially increases the overall capital requirements applicable to 
trading activities and adds other prudential requirements designed to improve risk management. 
Because the large majority of OTC derivatives traded by banks are capitalized using the market 
risk rules, this change will result in substantially more capital being held for derivatives activity. 

In addition, the U.S. agencies, in conjunction with the Basel Committee for Banking Supervision, 
currently are engaged in a fundamental review of the capital requirements for trading positions. 

In the second half of 2013, we expect the Basel Conunittee to publish a proposal for comment 
based on this fundamental review. 

Finally, in the Basel U rulemaking, which was published for notice and comment on the same 
day that the market risk capital rule was finalized, the Federal banking agencies proposed to 
revise the capital requirements applicable to derivatives activities that arc not covert by the 
market risk rule. The proposed revisions generally would increase the capital requirements for 
OTC derivatives transactions and provide strong incentives for banking organizations to clear 
derivatives transactions through regulated central counterparties. 

As we work toward developing and implementing final rules to implement Basel 111 and the 
Voicker Rule, the OCC remains committed to reviewing and evaluating the issues and the 
comments received, including the recommendations from the PSI Report. 

14. Did the OCC have all the enforcement tools it needed to properly supervise JPMorgan Chase 
and the CIO when it traded in massive synthetic credit derivatives? If so, does the OCC continue 
to believe that it has the tools to fulfill its mission appropriately? 

Response; The OCC had the enforcement tools it needed to properly supervise the bank. The 
actions by the bank were unsafe and unsound and in vioiation of law and regulation. 

The OCC continues to believe that it has the tools to fulfill its mission appropriately. The OCC 
issued a comprehensive cease and desist order that requires the bank to correct the unsafe and 
unsound practices and violations of law and regulation. If necessary, the OCC may enforce the 
cease and desist orrier through the federal courts or through the assessment of civil money 
penalties. The OCC may take further enforcement actions against the bank and individuals in the 
future, as warranted. 
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PLACE: 999 E Street. N.W.. Washington, 
D.C. 

STATUS: This meeting will be closed Co 
the public. 

ITEMS TO BE DISCUSSED: 

Compliance matters pursuant to 2 
U.S.C.S4378. 

Audits conducted pursuant to 2 
U.S.C. §437g. S 438(b). and Title 26. 
U.S.C. 

Matters concerning participation in 
civil actions or proceedings or 
arbitration. 

Internal personnel ruies and 
procedures or matters afTecting a 
particular employee. 

DATE AND TWE: Wednesday, April 19. 
1998 at 10:00 a.m. 

place: 999 E Street. N.W.. Washington, 
D.C. (ninth floor). 

status: This hearing will be open to the 
public. 

MATTER BEFORE THE COMMISSION: Who 
Qualifies as a "Member" of a 
Membership Association. 

Federal Election Commission. 
Sunshine Act Notices for Meetings of 
April 28.29. and 30. 1998. 

DATE AND TIME: Thursday. April 30. 1998 
at 10:00 a.m. 

PLACE: 999 E Street. N.W., Washington. 
D.C. (ninth floor). 

status: This meeting will be open to the 
public. 

ITEMS TO BE DISCUSSED: 

Correction and Approval of Minutes. 
Advisory Opinion I998-6: Bacardi- 
Martini. USA, Inc. by counsel. Bobby R. 
Burchfield. 

Soft Money: Revised Draft Notice of 
Proposed Rulemaking. 

Administrative Matters. 

PERSON TO CONTACT FOR INFORMATION: 
Mr. Ron Harris, Press Officer, 

Telephone: (202) 2I9>4155. 

Matjorte W. Emmons. 

Seenutyofthe Commission. 

(FR Doc. 98-10934 Plied 4-21<98: 1 1:44 tm| 
■ILUNO coot (rtHOf-M 


FEDERAL FINANCIAL iNSTITUTiONS 
EXAMINATION COUNCIL 

Supervisory Policy Statement on 
Investment Securities end End-User 
Derivatives Activities 

agency: Federal Financial Institutions 

Examination Council. 

action: State ment of polity. 

SUMMARY: The Board of Governors of the 
Federal Reserve System (FRB). the 
Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation 
(FDIC). the Office of the Comptroller of 
the Current (OCC). the Office of Thrift 


Supervision (OTS). and the National 
Cr^lt Union Administration (NCUA) 
(collectively referred to as the agencies), 
under the auspices erf the Federal 
Financial fnstiiutions Examination 
Council (FFIEC), have approved the 
Supervisory Policy Stetemeni on 
Investment Securities and End-User 
Derivatives Activities (1998 Statement) 
which provides guidance on sound 
practices for managing the risks of 
investment activities. By this issuance 
of the 1998 Siatemem, the agencies have 
rescinded the Supervisory Policy 
StatemerK on Securities Activities 
published on February 3. 1992 (1992 
Statement). Many elements of that prior 
statement are retained in the 1998 
StatemerK. while other elements have 
been revised or eliminated. In adopting 
the i998 Siatcmcni. the agencies are 
removing the speciDc constraints In the 
1992 Statement concerning Investments 
by insured depository institutions in 
"high risk" mortgage derivative 
prt^ucis. The a^ncles believe that It is 
a sound practice for institutions to 
understand the risks related to all their 
investment holdings. Accordingly, the 
1998 Statement substitutes broader 
guidance than the specific pass/fali 
requirements contained in the 1992 
Statemcni. Other than for the 
supervisory guidance contained in the 
1992 Statement, the 1998 Statement 
does not supersede any other 
requirements of the respective agencies' 
statutory rules, regulations, policies, or 
supervisory guidance. Because the 1998 
Statement does not retain the elements 
of the 1992 Statement addressing the 
reponing of securitl^ activities (Section 
11 of the 1992 Statenwni). the agencies 
intend to separately Issue supervisory 
guidance on the reporting of investment 
securities and end-user derivatives 
activities. Each agency may issue 
additional guidance to assist institutions 
In the implementation of this statement. 
EFFECnve date: May 26. 1998. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 

FRB: fames Embersii. Manager. 

Capital Markets. (202) 452-3249. 

Charles Holm. Marrager. Accounting 
Policy and DiKiosure (202) 452-3502, 
Division of Banking Supervision and 
Regulation. Board of Governors of the 
Federal Reserve System. For the hearing 
impaired only. Telecommunication 
Device for (he Deaf (TDD). Dorothea 
Thompson, (202) 452-3544, Board of 
Governors of the Federal Reserve 
System. 20ih and C Streets. NW. 
Washington, DC 20551. 

FDIC: William A. Stark, Assistant 
Director. (202) 898-6972, Miguel D. 
Browne, Manager. (202) 898-6789. John 
J. Feld. Chief. Risk Management. (202) 


898-8649, Lisa D. Arquette, Senior 
Capital Markets Specialist. (202) 898- 
8633, Division of Supervision: Michael 
B. Phillips. Counsel. (202) 898-3581. 
Legal Division, Federal Deposit 
Insurance Corporation. 550 i7th Street, 
NW. Washington. DC 20429. 

OCC; Kurt Wilhelm. National Dank 
Examiner, (202) 874-5670, J. Ray Diggs, 
National Bank Examiner. (202) 874- 
5670. Treasury and Market Risk: Mark J. 
Tenhundfeld, Assistant Director, (202) 
874-5090, Legislative and Regulatory 
Activities Division. OfRcc of (he 
Comptroller of the Currency, 250 G 
Street. SW. Washington. DC 20219. 

OTS: Robert A. Kazdin. Senior Project 
Manager. (202) 906-5759. Anthony G. 
Comyn, Director, (202) 906-5727. Risk 
Management: Vcm McKinley. Senior 
Attorney. (202) 906-6241, Reflations 
and Legislation Division, Chief 
Counsel's Office. OfRce of Thrift 
Supervision, 1700 C Street, NW, 
Washington. DC 20552. 

NCUA: Daniel Cordon, Senior 
Investment Officer, (703) 518-6360, 
Office of Investment Services: Michael 
McKenna, Attorney. (703) 518-6540. 
National Credit Union Administration. 
1775 Duke Street, Alexandria, VA 
22314-3428. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: In 1992. 
(he agencies implemented the FFIEC's 
Supervisory Poli^ Statement on 
Securities Activities (57 FR 4028. 
February 3. 1992). The 1992 Statement 
addressed: (I) selection of securities 
dealers. (2) portfolio policy and 
strategies (including unsuitable 
investment practices), and (3) 
residential mortgage derivative products 
(MDPs). 

The final section of the 1992 
Statement directed Institutions to 
subject MDPs to supervisory tests to 
determine the degree of risk and the 
investment portfolio eligibility of these 
insiruments. At that lime, the agencies 
believed that many institutions had 
demonsuaied an insufficient 
understanding of the risks associated 
with investments in MDPs. This 
occurred, in part, because most MDPs 
were issued or backed by collateral 
guaranteed by government sponsored 
enterprises. The agencies were 
concerned that the absence of 
significant credit risk on most MDPs 
had allowed institutions to overlook the 
slgniRcant interest rate risk present in 
cenain structures of these instruments. 
In an dTort to enhance the investment 
declsitm making process at financial 
institutions, and to emphasize the 
interest rate risk of highly price 
sensitive insiruments. the agencies 
implemented supervisory tests designed 
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to Identify those MDPs with price and 
average life risks greater than a newly 
issued residential mortgage pass- 
through security. 

These supervisory tests provided a 
discipline ^at hel|^ institutions to 
better understand the risks of MDPs 
prior to purchase. The !992 Statement 
generally provided that institutions 
should not hold high risk MDPs in their 
investment portfolios.* A high risk MDP 
was deRned as a mortgage derivative 
security that failed any of three 
supertisory tests. The three tests 
included: an average life test, an average 
life sensitivity t^t, and a price 
sertsUlvity test.^* 

These supervisory tests, commonly 
referred to as the "high risk tests." 
successfully protected Institutions from 
significanl losses in MDPs. By requiring 
a pre*purchase price sensitivity analysis 
Chat help^ institutions to better 
understand the interest rate risk of 
MDPs. the high risk tests effectively 
precluded institutions from investing in 
many types of MDPs that resulted in 
large losses for other Investors. 

However, the high risk tests may have 
created unlruended distortions of the 
investment decision making process. 
Many institutions eliminated all MDPs 
from their investment choices, 
regardless of the risk versus return 
merits of such instruments. These 
reactions were due, in part, to concerns 
about regulatory burden, such as higher 
than normal eKamlner review of MDPs. 
By focusing only on MDPs. the test and 
its accompanying burden indirectly 
provided incentives for institutions to 
acquire other types of securities with 
complex cash Rows, often with price 
sensitivities similar to high risk MDPs. 
The emergence of the structured note 
market is Just one example. The test 
may have also created the impression 
that supervisors were more concerned 
with the type of Instrument Involved 
(t.e., residential mortgage products), 
rather than the risk characteristics of the 
instrument, since only MDPs were 
subject to the high risk test. The 
speciRcation of tests on individual 
securities may have removed the 
incentive for some institutions to apply 
more comprehensive analytical 


* The only cKWpUons granted were for lho«e high 
risk KCuriUn that «lther reduced imcresi rate risk 
a were placed In a trading acenum. Federal credit 
unlont were not permitted these exceptions. 

* Average Life: Weighted avenge life of no mere 
than 10 yean: Average Ufe Senfillvtty. {a} weighted 
average life extends by not more than 4 years wO 
basts point ptnllei shift in rates), &) w«l|^tcd 
■verage lift shortens by no mare than 9 years 000 
bosis point paiaUel shift Itt rates): Price Sensitivity: 
price does ruM change by moro than 17 percent 
(tncRise m decrease) fora 300 bMls point parallel 
shift In rates. 


techniques at the portfolio and 
institutional level. 

As a result, the agencies no longer 
believe that the pass/fail criteria of the 
high risk tests as applied to speciRc 
instruments constitutes effective 
supervision of investment activities. 

The agencies believe diat an effective 
risk management program, through 
which an institution idenilRes. 
measures, monitors, and controls the 
risks of investment activiUee. provides a 
better framework. Hence, the agencies 
are eliminating the high risk tests as 
btrKllng cortstrelnts on MDP purchases 
In the 1998 Statem^t. 

Effective risk management addresses 
risks across all types ^ Instruments on 
an investment portfoHo basis and 
ideally, across the entire institution. The 
complexity of many Rnancial products, 
both on and off the balance sheet, has 
Increased the need for a more 
comprehensive approach to the risk 
management of investment activities. 

The rescission of the high risk tests as 
a constraint on an imtltutlon's 
investment activities does not signal 
that MDPs with high tevels of price risk 
are either appropriate or Inappropriate 
Investments for an Institution. Whether 
a security, MDP or otherwise, Is an 
appropriate Investment depends upon a 
variety of factors, including the 
institution’s capital level, the security’s 
Impact on the abnegate risk of the 
portfolio, and martagement’s ability to 
measure and manage risk. The agencies 
continue to believe that the stress 
testing of MDP investmenu. as well as 
other investments, has signlRcant value 
for risk management purposes. 
Institutions should employ valuation 
methodologies chat taka into accoum all 
of the risk elements necessary to price 
these Investments. The 1 998 Statement 
states that the agencies believe, as a 
matter of sound practice, institutions 
should know the value and price 
sensitivity of (heir investments prior lo 
purchase and on an ongoing basis. 
Summary of Comments 

The 1998 Statement was published for 
comment In the Federal Register of 
October 3, 1997 (62 FR 51862). The 
FFIEC received twenty-one comment 
letters from a vari^^ insured 
depository institutions, trade 
assoclatlorks. Federal Reserve Banks, 
and Rnancial services organizations. 
Overafi. the commits were supportive 
of the 1998 Statement. The comments 
generally approved of: (1) the rescission 
of the high risk test as a constraint on 
investment choices In the 1992 
Statement; (il) the establishment by 
institutions of programs to manage 
market, credit, liquidity, legal. 


operational, and other risks of 
investment securities and end-user 
derivatives activities: (HI) the 
implementation of sound risk 
management programs that would 
include certain board and senior 
management oversight and a 
comprehensive risk management 
process that eff^ectlvely identifies, 
measures, monitors, and controls risks; 
and (iv) the evaluation of investment 
decisions at the portfolio or institution 
level, instead of the focus of the 1992 
Statenwnt on limiting an Institution's 
investment decisions concerning 
speclRc securities Instruments. 

The following discussion provides a 
summary of signlRcant concerns or 
requests for clarlRcatlons that were 
presented in the aforementioned 
comments. 

1. Scope 

The guidance covers a broad ran^ of 
Instruments Including all securities In 
held-to-maturity and avallable-for-sale 
accounts as deRned in the Statement of 
Financial Accounting Standards No. 1 1 5 
(FAS 115). ceniRcates of deposit held 
for Investment purposes, and end-user 
derivative contracts not held in trading 
accounts. 

Some comments focused on the 1998 
Statement’s coverage of "end-user 
derivative contracts not held in trading 
accounts." According to these 
comments, the 1 998 Statement appears 
to cover derivative contracts not 
unditionBlly viewed as investments 
Including: (1) Swap contracts entered 
into when the depository institution 
makes a fixed rate loan but intends to 
change the income stream from a Rxed 
to Roatlng rate, (il) swap contracts that 
convert the interest rates on certlRcaies 
of deposit from Rxed to Roatlng rates of 
interest, and (Hi) swap contracts used 
for other asset-HablHiy managemertt 
purposes. Those commenters (Ejected to 
the necessity of additional guidance for 
end-user derivatives contracts given 
current regulatory guidance Issued fay 
the agencies with respect to derivative 
contracts. 

The guidance contained in the 1998 
Statement Is consistent with existing 
agency guidance. The agencies believe 
that InsUlutions should have programs 
to manage the market, credit. liquidity, 
legal, operational, and other risks of 
both investment securities and end-user 
derivative activities. Given the 
similarity of the risks In those activities 
and the similarity of the programs 
needed to menage those risks, especially 
when end-user derivatives are used as 
investment vehicles, the agencies 
believe that covering both activities 
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within the scope of the 1998 Statement 
Is appropriate. 

2. Board Oversight 

Some commenters stated that the 
1 998 Statement places excessive 
obligations on die board of directors. 
SpeciHcally. comments Indicated that it 
is unnecessary for an institution's board 
of directors to: (0 Set limits on the 
amounts end types of transactions 
authorized for each securities firm with 
whom the institution deals, or (11) 
review and reconfirm the institution's 
list of authorized dealers, Investment 
bankers, and brokers at least annually. 
These commenters suggested that it may 
be unnecessary for the board— 
particularly for larger institutions— to 
review and specifically authorize each 
dealer. Th^ indicated that It should be 
sufficient for senior management to 
ensure that the selection of securities 
firms is consistent with board approved 
policies, and that establishment of 
limits for each dealer is a credit decision 
that should be issued pursuant to credit 
policies. 

The agencies believe (hat the board of 
directors is responsible for supervision 
and oversight of investment portfolio 
and end-user derivatives activities, 
including the approval and periodic 
review of policies that govern 
relationships with securities dealers. 
Especially with respect to the 
management of the credit risk of 
securities settlements, the agencies 
encourage the board of directors or a 
subcommittee chaired by a direaor to 
actively participate in the credit 
decision process. The agencies 
understand that Institutions will have 
various approaches to the credit 
decision process, and therefore that the 
board of directors may delegate the 
authority for selecting dealers and 
establishing dealer limits to senior 
management. The text of the 1998 
Statement has been amended to clarify 
the obligation of the board of directors. 

3. Pre-Purchase Analysts 

The majority of the commenters were 
in fuii support of eliminating the 
specific constraints on investing In 
"high risk” MDPs. Some commenters 
expressed opposition with respect to the 
1998 Statement's guidance concerning 
pre-purchase analysis by institutions of 
their investment securities. Those 
commenters felt that neither pre- 
acquisition stress testing nor any 
specific stress testing methodology 
should be required for individual 
investment decisions. Some 
commenters Involved in the use of 
securities for collateral purposes 
emphasized the benefits of pre-and post- 


purchase stress testing of individual 
securities. 

The agencies wish to stress that 
institutions should have policies 
designed to meet the business needs of 
the institution. These policies should 
sfKcify the types of market risk analyses 
that should be conducted for various 
types of instruments, including that 
conducted prior to their acquisition and 
on an ongoing basis. In addition, 
policies should specify any required 
documentation needed to verify the 
analysis. Such analyses will vary with 
the type of investment Instrument. 

As stated In Section V of the 1998 
Sutement, not all investment 
instruments need to be subjected to a 
pre-purchase analysis. Relatively simple 
or standardized Instnimenis, the risks of 
which are well known to the institution, 
would likely require no or significantly 
less analysis than would more volatile, 
complex instrumenu. For relatively 
mtffe complex Instruments, less familiar 
Instruments, and potentially volatile 
Instruments, Institutions should fully 
address pre-purchase analysis in their 
policies. In valuing such Investments, 
institutions should ensure that the 
pricing methodologies used 
appropriately consider all risks (for 
example, caps and floors In adjustable- 
rate Instruments). Moreover, the 
agencies do not believe that an 
institution should be prohibited from 
making an Investment based solely on 
whether that Instrument has a high 
price sensitivity. 

4. IdentlTication. Measurement, and 
Reporting of Risks 

Some commenters questioned 
whether proposed changes by the 
agencies concerning Schedule RC-B of 
the Consolidated Reports of Condition 
and Income (“Call Reports”) conflicted 
with the 1998 Stotemeni's elimination 
of the high risk test for mongage 
derivative products. The proposed 
changes to the Call Reports would 
require the disclosure of mortgage- 
backed and other securities whose price 
volstllUy In response to specific Interest 
rate changes exceeds a specified 
threshold level. (See 62 FR 51715. 
October 2, 1997.) 

The banking agencies have addressed 
the concerns presented In these 
comments within the normal process for 
changing the Call Reports. For the 1998 
Call report cycle, there will be no 
changes to the high risk test reporting 
requirement In the Cali Reports. 

5. Marker R/sk 

One commenter suggested that the 
agencies enhance the 1998 Statement by 
discussing and endorsing the concept of 
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total return. The agencies agree that the 
concept of total return can be a useful 
way to analyze the risk and return 
tradeoffs for an investment. This is 
because the analysis does not focus 
exclusively on the stated yield to 
maturity. Total return analysis, which 
Includes income and price changes over 
a specified investment horizon, is 
similar to stress test analysis since both 
examine a security under various 
Interest rate scenarios. The agencies' 
supervisory emphasis on stress testing 
securities has, in fact. Implicitly 
considered total return. Therefore, the 
agencies endorse the use of total return 
analysis as a useful supplemerK to price 
sensitivity analysis for evaluating the 
returns for an Individual security, the 
investment portfolio, or the entire 
institution. 

5. Measurement System 

One respondent stated that the 
complexity and sophistication of (he 
risk measurement ^tem should not be 
a factor In determining whether pro- and 
post-acquisition measurement of 
interest rate risk should be performed at 
the Individual Investment level or on an 
Institutional or portfolio basis. The 
agencies agree that this statement may 
be confusing and are amending the 
Market Risk seaion. 

The text of the statement of policy 
follows. 

Supervisory Policy Statement on 
Investment Securities and End-User 
Derivatives Activities 

!. Purpose 

This policy statement (Statement) 
provides guidance to financial 
institutions (institutions) on sound 
practices for managing the risks of 
investment securities and end-user 
derivatives activities.* The FFIEC 
agencies— the Board of Governors of the 
Federal Reserve System, the Federal 
Deposit Insurance Corporation, the 
Office of the Comptroller of the 
Currency, the Office ofThrlft 
Supervision, and the National Credit 
Union Administration— believe that 
effective management of the risks 
associated with securities and derivative 
Instruments represents an essentia! 
component of safe and sound practices. 
This guidance describes the practices 
that a prudent manager normally would 
follow and is not intended to be a 
checklist. Management should establish 
praalces and maintain documentation 
appropriate to the institution's 


iThe 1998 StatemeM don not .Hipencds any 
other requiranwnu of dw respective agencies' 
SUtuioty rules, regulations, policies, or supcivlsory 
gutdance. 
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individual circumstances, consistent 
with this Statement. 

//. Scope 

This guidance applies to ail securities 
In held-to-maturity and avallable-for- 
sale accounts as deHned in the 
Statement of Financial Accounting 
Standards No. 1 1 5 (FAS US), certificates 
of deposit held for investment purposes, 
arKl end'user derivative contracts not 
held In trading accounts. This guidance 
covers all securities used for investment 
purposes, Including: money market 
Instruments, Rxed-rate and floating-rate 
notes and bonds, structured notes, 
mortgage pass-through and other asset- 
backed securities, and mortgage- 
derivative products. Similarly, this 
guidance covers all end-user derivative 
Instruments used for nontradfng 
purposes, such as swaps, futures, and 
options.^ This Statement applies to all 
federally-insured commercial banks, 
savings banks, nvlngs associations, and 
federally chartered credit unions. 

As a matter of sound practice, 
Institutions should have programs to 
manage the market, credit, liquidity, 
legal, operational and other risks of 
investment securities and end-user 
derivatives activities (investment 
activities). While risk management 
programs will differ among institutions, 
there are certain elements that are 
fundamental to all sound risk 
management programs. These elements 
include board and senior management 
oversight and a comjKahensive risk 
management process that effectively 
identifies, measures, monitors, and 
controls risk. This Statement describes 
sound principles and practices for 
managing and controlling the risks 
associate with investment activities. 

Institutions should fully understand 
and effectively manage the risks 
Inherent in their investment activities. 
Faiiure to understand and adequately 
manage the risks in these areas 
constitutes an unsafe and unsound 
practice. 

lil. Board and Senior Management 
Oversight 

Board of director and senior 
management oversight Is an Integral part 
of an effective risk management 
program. The board of directors is 
responsible (or approving major policies 
for conducting Investment activities, 
including the establishment of risk 
limits. The board should ensure that 
management has the requisite skills to 


« NslunI pmon federal cicdii unions vr not 
pcrmitled to purthase non-mMentUl mengaic 
Buct-bached securitte and may panKipate tn 
dertvailve pragrinis only If authortzed by the 
NCUA. 


manage the risks associated with such 
activities. To properly discharge its 
oversight responslbiliti^ the board 
should review portfolio activity and risk 
levels, and require management to 
demonstrate compliance with approved 
risk limits. Boards should have an 
adequate undemanding of investment 
activities. Boards chat do not. should 
obtain professional advice to enhance 
its understanding of investment activity 
oversight, so as to enable it to meet its 
rewonsibiiltles under this Statement. 

Senior management is responsible for 
the dally management of an Institution's 
investments. Management should 
establish and enforce policies and 
procedures for conducting investment 
activities. Senior management should 
have an understanding of the nature and 
level of various risks involved in the 
Iruttiutlon’s investments and how such 
risks fit within the institution's overall 
business strategies. Management should 
ensure that the risk management process 
Is commensurate with the sixe. scope, 
and complexity of the institution's 
holdings. Managemcni should also 
ensure that the responsibilities for 
managing Investment activities are 
properly segregated to maintain 
operational Integrity. Institutions with 
significant investment activities should 
ensure that back-ofTlce. settlement, and 
transaction recorKiliMlon 
responsibilities are conducted and 
managed by personal who are 
independent of those initiating risk 
taking positions. 

IV. Risk Management Process 
An effective risk management process 
for Investment activities includes: (1) 
policies, procedures, and limits: (2) the 
Identification, measurement, and 
reporting of risk exposures: and (3) a 
syst^ of internal controls. 

Policies. Procedures, and Limits 
Investment potici^. procedures, and 
limits provide the structure to 
effectively manage inv^iment activities. 
Policies should be ccmsisient with the 
organization's broader business 
strategies, capital adequacy, technical 
expertise, and risk tolerance. Policies 
should Identify relevant investment 
objectives, constraints, and guidelines 
for the acquisition end ongoing 
management of securities and derivative 
instruments. Potential investment 
objectives IrKlude: generating eaminp. 
providing llquidiQ^. hedging risk 
exposures, taking risk positions, 
modifying and managing risk profiles, 
managing tax liabilities, and meeting 
pledging requirements, if applicable. 
Policies should also identify the risk 
characteristics of permissible 


Investments and should delineate clear 
lines of responsibility and authority for 
investment activities. 

An institution's management should 
understand the risks and cashflow 
characteristics of Its investments. This is 
particularly important for products that 
have unusual, leveraged, or highly 
variable cashflows. An institution 
should not acquire a material position 
in an instrument until senior 
management and all relevant personnel 
understand and can manage the risks 
associated with the product. 

An Institution's investment activities 
should be fully integrated into any 
institution-wide risk limits. In so doing, 
some institutions rely onlv on the 
institution-wide limits, while others 
may apply limits at the investment 
portfolio, sub-portfolio, or individual 
instrument level. 

The board and senior management 
should review, at least annually, the 
appropriateness of Its investment 
strategies, policies, procedures, and 
limits. 

Risk /t#er«//Tcat/on, Measurement and 
Reponing 

Institutions should ensure that they 
Identify and measure the risks 
associated with individual transactiwis 
prior to acquisition and periodically 
after purchase. This can be done at the 
institutional, portfolio, or individual 
instrument level. Prudent management 
of investment activities entails 
examinalion of the risk profile of a 
particular investment in light of its 
impact on the risk profile M the 
institution. To the extent practicable. 
Instltutioru should measure exposures 
to each type of risk and these 
measurements should be aggregated and 
integrated with slmliar exposures 
arising from other business activities to 
obtain the institution's overall risk 
profile. 

In measuring risks, institutions 
should conduct their own in-house pre- 
acquisition analyses, or to the extent 
possible, make use of specific third 
party analyses that are independent of 
the seller or counterparty. Irrespective 
of any responsibility, legal or otherwise, 
assumed by a dealer, counterparty, or 
financial advisor regarding a 
transaction, the acquiring institution is 
ultimately responsible for the 
appropriate personnel understanding 
and managing the risks of the 
transaction. 

Reports to the board of directors and 
senior management should summarize 
the risks related to the Institution's 
investment activities and should 
address compUarwe with the Investment 
policy's objectives, constraints, and 
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legal requirements, Including any 
exceptions to established policies, 
procedures, end Umits. Reports to 
management should generally reOect 
more detail than reports to the board of 
the Institution. Reporting should be 
frequent enough to provide timely and 
adequate Information to Judge the 
changing nature of the institution's risk 
profile and to evaluate compliance with 
Slated policy objectives and constraints. 

internal Controls 

An institution's internal control 
structure is critical to the safe and 
sound functioning of the organization 
generally and the management of 
Investment activities in panlcular. A 
system of internal controls promotes 
efficient operations, reliable financial 
and regulatory reporting, and 
compliance with relevant taws, 
regulations, and Institutional policies. 
An effective system of internal controls 
Includes enforcing officlai lines of 
authority, maintaining appropriate 
separation of duties, and conducting 
independent reviews of Investment 
activities. 

For institutions with significant 
investment activities, internal and 
external audits are Integral to the 
Implementation of a risk management 
process to control risks in Investment 
activities. An institution should conduct 
periodic independent reviews of its risk 
management program to ensure its 
integrity, accuracy, and reasonableness, 
items that should be reviewed Include; 

(1) Compliance with and the 
appropriateness of Investment policies, 
procedures, and limits: 

(2) The appropriateness of the 
institution’s risk measurement system 
given the nature, scope, and complexity 
of its activities; 

(3) The timeliness, integrity, and 
usefulness of reports to the board o( 
directors and senior management. 

The review should note exceptions to 
policies, procedures, and limits and 
suggest corrective actions. The firidings 
of such reviews should be reported to 
the board and corrective actloru taken 
on a timely basis. 

The accounting systems and 
procedures used for public and 
regulatory repcHting purposes are 
critically Im^rtant to the evaluation of 
an organization's risk profile and the 
assessment of its Rnancial condition 
and capital adequacy. Accordingly, an 
Institution's policies should provide 
clear guidelines regarding the reporting 
treatment for ali securities and 
derivatives holdings. This treatment 
should be consistent with the 
organization’s business objectives, 
generally accepted accounting 


principles (GAA!^, and regulatory 
reporting standards. 

V. The Risks of Investment Activities 

The following discussion identifies 
particular sound practices for managing 
the specific risks involved in investment 
activities, in addition to these sound 
practices, institutions should follow any 
specific guldarKC or requirements from 
their primary supervisor related to these 
activities. 

Market Risk 

Market risk Is the risk to an 
institution's financial condition 
resulting from advene changes in the 
value of its holdings arising from 
movements In interest rates, foreign 
exchange rates, equity prices, or 
commodity prices. An institution’s 
exposure to market risk can be 
measured by assessing the effect of 
changing rates and prices on either the 
earnings or economic value of an 
individual instrumera. a portfolio, or 
the entire institution. For most 
institutions, the most significant market 
risk of investment activities is Interest 
rate risk. 

Investment acilvfiin may represent a 
significant component of an institution's 
overall Interest rate risk profile. It is a 
sound practice for IrMltutions to 
manage Interest rate risk on an 
institution-wide basts. This sound 
practice Includes monitoring the price 
sensitivity of the institution's 
investment portfolio (changes in the 
investment portfolio's value over 
different Interest rate/yield curve 
scenarios). Consistent with agency 
guidance. Institutions should specify 
institution-wide Interest rate risk limits 
lhal appropriately account fur these 
activities and the strength of the 
Institution's capital position, These 
limits are generally established for 
economic value or earnings explores, 
institutions may find It useful to 
establish price sensitivity limits on ihclr 
Investment portfolio or on individual 
securities. 1nese sub-lnstliution limits, 
if established, should also be consistent 
with agency guidance. 

It is 8 sourra precttec for an 
Institution's management to fully 
understand the market risks associated 
with Investment securities and 
derivative instruments prior to 
acquisition and on an ongoing basis. 
Accordingly. Institutions should have 
appropriate policies to ensure such 
understanding. In particular, 
institutions should have policies that 
specify the types of market risk analyses 
that should be conducted for various 
types or classes of instruments. 
Including that conducted prior to their 
acquisition (pre-purehase analysis) and 
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on an ongoing basis. Policies should 
also specify any required 
documentation needed to verify the 
analysts. 

It Is expected that tlw substance and 
form of such analyses will vary with the 
type of instrument. Not all investment 
instruments may need to be subjected to 
a pre-purchase analysis. Relatively 
simple or standardized instruments, the 
risks of which are well known to the 
institution, would likely require no or 
signiOcantly less analysis than would 
more volatile, complex instruments. ’ 

$703.00. See62FR329B9(Jun«1S.1997). 

For relatively more complex 
instruments, iess familiar instruments. 
arKt potentially volatile instruments, 
institutions siwutd fully address pre- 
purchase analyses in their policies. 

Price sensitivity analysis is an effective 
way to perfexm the pre-purchase 
analysis of individual instruments. For 
example, a pre-purchase walysis should 
show the impact of an Immediate 
parallel shift in the yield curve of plus 
and minus 100. 200. and 300 basis 
points. Where appropriate, such 
analysis should encompass a wider 
range of scenarios. Including non- 
parallel changes in the yield curve. A 
comprehensive analysis may also take 
Into account other relevant factors, such 
as changes In interest rate volatility and 
changes in credit spreads. 

When the Incremental effect of an 
Investment position Is likely to have a 
slgnlllcant effect on the risk profile of 
the institution, it is a sound practice to 
analyze the effect of such a (mttlon on 
(he overall financial condition of the 
institution. 

Accurately measuring an institution's 
market risk requires timely information 
about the current carrying and market 
values of its investments. Accordir^ly, 
institutions should have market risk 
measurement systems commensurate 
with the size and nature of these 
investments. Institutions with 
slgnlRcam holdings of highly complex 
instruments should ensure that they 
have the means to value their positions. 
Institutions employing Internal models 
should have adequate procedures to 
validate the models and to periodically 
review all elements of the modeling 
process, including its assumptions and 
risk measurement techniques. 
Managements relying on third parties 
for market risk measurement systems 
and analyses should ensure that they 
fully understand the assumptions and 
techniques used. 


> Fedefsl credit unloni mull eompl)' with ih* 
(nvntmmi motiliering requlremcnu of I2 C.F.R. 
$703.90 . 5m 62 nt 32969 (june 16. 1997). 
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Institutions should provide reports to 
their boards on the market risk 
exposures of their investments on a 
regular basis. To do so. the institution 
may report the market risk exposure of 
the whole institution. Alternatively, 
reports should contain evaluations that 
assess trertds in aggi^te market risk 
exposure and the peifonnance of 
portfolios in tnms of established 
objectives and risk constraints. They 
also should identify compliance with 
board approved limits and Identify any 
exceptions to established standards. 
Institutions should have mechanisms to 
detect and adequately address 
exceptions to limits and guidelines. 
Management reports on market risk 
should appropriately address potential 
exposures to yield curve changes and 
other factors pertinent to the 
institution’s holdings. 

Credit Risk 

Broadly defined, credit risk is the risk 
that an issuer or counterparty will fall 
to perform on an obligation to the 
institution. For many nnancial 
institutions, credit risk in the 
investment portfolio may be low relative 
to other areas, such as lending. 

However, this risk, as with any other 
risk, should be effectively identified, 
measured, monitored, and controlled. 

An Institution should not acquire 
investments or enter into derivative 
contracts without assessing the 
creditworthiness of (he issuer or 
counterparty. The credit risk arising 
ftom these positions should be 
Incorporated into (he overall credit risk 
prohle of the institution as 
comprehensively as practicable. 
lnstitu!i<»is are legally reaulred to meet 
certain quaUty standards (i.e.. 
investment grade) for security 
purchases. Imrry institutions maintain 
and update ratings repom from one of 
the major rating services. For non-rated 
securities, institutions should establish 
guidelines to ensure that the securities 
meet legal requiremerus and that the 
institution fully understands the risk 
involved. Institutions should establish 
limits on individual counterparty 
exposures. Policies should also provide 
credit risk and concentration limits. 
Such limits may define concentrations 
relating to a single or related issuer or 
counterparty, a geographical area, or 
obligations with similar characteristics. 

In managing credit risk, institutions 
should consider settlement and pre* 
seniement credit risk. These rlslu are 
the possiblli^ that a counterparty will 
fail to honor its obligation at or before 
the time of settlement. The selection of 
dealers, investment bankers, and 
brokers is particularly important in 


effectively managing these risks. The 
approval process shmtld include a 
review of each firm’s financial 
statements artd an evaluation of its 
ability to honor lls commitments. An 
inquiry into the general reputation of 
the de^er Is also appropriate. This 
iiKludes review of information from 
state or federal securities regulators and 
industry self>regulatory organizations 
such as the National Association of 
Securities Dealers cor>cerning any 
formal enforcement actions against the 
dealer. Its afniiates. or associated 
personnel. 

The board of directors Is responsible 
for supervision artd oversight of 
Investment portfolio and end>user 
derivatives activities. irKludlng the 
approval and periodic review of policies 
that govern relationships with securities 
dealers. 

Sound credit risk management 
requires that credit limits be developed 
by personnel >vho are as independent as 
practicable of the acquisition function. 

In authorizing issuer ar>d counterparty 
credit lines, these personnel should use 
standards that are cortsistent with those 
used for other activities conducted 
within the institution and with the 
organization’s overfall policies and 
consolidated exposures. 

Liquidity Risk 

Liquidity risk is the risk that an 
institution cannot Mslly sell, unwind, 
or offset a particular position at a fair 
price because of inat^uate market 
depth. In specifying permissible 
Instruments for accomplishing 
established objectives. Institutions 
should ensure that (hey take into 
account the liquidity of the market for 
those instruments and the effect that 
such characteristics have on achieving 
their objectives. The liquidity of certain 
types of Insu^ments may make them 
inappropriate for certain objectives, 
institutions should ensure that they 
cortsider the effects t)«t market risk can 
have on the llqu Idlly trf different types 
of instruments under various scenarios. 
Accordingly, institutions should 
articulate clearly the liquidity 
characteristics instruments to be used 
in accompll^lng Institutional 
obj^tives. 

Complex and Illiquid Instruments can 
often Involve greater risk than actively 
traded, more liquid securities. 
Oftentimes, this higher potential risk 
arising from liiiquidity is not captured 
by standardized nnancial modeling 
techniques. Such risk Is particularly 
acute for instrunrents that arc highly 
leveraged or that are designed to benefit 
from specific, narrowly defined market 
shifts. If market prices or rates do not 


move as expected, the demand for such 
Instruments can evaporate, decreasing 
the market value of the instrument 
below the modeled value. 

Operational CTransaetton) Risk 

Operational (transaction) risk Is the 
risk that deftclencies in information 
systems or internal controls will result 
in unexpected loss. Sources of operating 
risk include inadequate procedures, 
human error, system failure, or fraud. 
Inaccurately assessing or controlling 
operating risks Is one of the more likely 
sources of problems facing institutions 
involved in investment activities. 

Effective internal controls are the first 
line of defense in controlling the 
operating risks involved in an 
institution’s investment activities. Of 
particular Importance are Internal 
controls that ensure the separation of 
duties and supervision persons 
executing transaaions from those 
responsible for processing contracts, 
confirming transactions, controlling 
various clearing accounts, preparing or 
posting the accounting entries, 
approving the accounting methodology 
or entries, and performing revaluations. 

Consistent with the operational 
support of ocher activities within the 
financial institution, securities 
operations should be as Independent as 
practicable from business units. 
Adequate resources should be devoted, 
such that systems and capacity are 
commensurate with the size and 
complexity of the institution's 
Investment actlvliles. Effective risk 
management should also include, at 
least, the following: 

» Valuation. Procedures should 
ensure independent portfolio pricing. 
For (hinty traded or illiquid securities, 
completely independent pricing may be 
dlfTlcult to obtain. In such cases, 
operational units may need to use prices 
provided by the portfolio manager. For 
unique Instruments where the pricing Is 
being provided by a single source (e.g.. 
the dealer providing the instrument), 
the institution should review and 
understand the assumptions used to 
price the Instrument. 

• Personnel. The increasingly 
complex nature of securities available in 
the marketplace makes it important that 
operational personnel have strong 
technical skills, 'This will enable them 
to better understand the complex 
nnancial structures of some investment 
instruments. 

• Documentation. Institutions should 
clearly deftne documentation 
requirements for securities transactions, 
saving and sofeguarding important 
documents, as well as maintaining 
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possession and control or instruments 
purchased. 

An institution's policies should also 
provide guidelines Tor conriicis of 
interest for employees who are directly 
Involved in purchasing and selling 
securities for the institution from 
securities dealers. These guidelines 
should ensure that alt directors. ofTicers, 
and employees act in the best interest of 
the Institution. The board may wish to 
adopt policies prohibiting these 
employees from engaging in personal 
securities transactions with these same 
securities Arms without specific prior 
board approval. The board may aiso 
wish to adopt a policy applicable to 
directm, oMcers. and emplco'ees 
restricting or prohibiting the receipt of 
gifts, gratuities, or travel expenses from 
approved securities dealer Prms and 
their represemaiives. 

Legal Risk 

Legal risk is the risk that contracts are 
not legally enforceable or documented 
correctly. Institutions should adequately 
evaluate the enforceability of Its 
agreements before individual 
transactions are cortsummated. 
Institutions should also ensure that the 
courxerparty has authority to enter into 
the transaction and that the tmns of the 
agreement are legally enforceable, 
institutions should further ascertain that 
netting agreement are adequately 
documented, executed properly, and are 
enforceable in all relevant Jurisdictions, 
institutions should have knowledge of 
relevant tax laws and interpretations 
governing the use of these Instruments. 

Dated; April 17. 19S8. 

KcllhJ.Todd. 

Assistant Executive Secretary. Federal 
Financial Institutions Examkiailon Council. 
(FR Doc. 98-107^4 Filed 4-22-98: 8:45 am) 
atuira cooa fw: ssia-et-F mk, ots: sr»-pt-F 
a«%. poic: ar«4-«i-# a«H. occ: ata-as-p 
NCUA: 7l3S4t-F m 


DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND 
HUMAN SERVICES 

Office of the Seerelwy 

Notice of Interest Rate on Overdue 
Debts 

Section 30. 1 3 of the Department of 
Health and Human Services' claims 
collection regulations (45 CFR Part 30) 
provides that the Secretary shall charge 
an annual rate of interest as fixed by the 
^retary of the Treasury after taking 
into consideration private consumer 
rates of interest prevailing on (he date 
that HH5 becomes entiti^ to recovery. 
The rate generally cannot be lower than 


the Department of Treasury's current 
value of funds rate or dte applicable rate 
determined ftom (he "Sch^ule of 
Certlfled Interest Rates with Range of 
Maturities." This rate may be revised 
quarterly by the Secretary of the 
Treasury and shall be pubiished 
quarterly by the Department of Health 
and Human Services in the Federal 
Register. 

The Secretary of the Treasury has 
certified a rate of 14% for the quarter 
ended March 31, 1098. This interest rate 
will remain in effect until such lime as 
the Secretary of the Treasury notifies 
HHS of any change. 

Dated: April 1$. 1998. 

George Suadcr. 

Deputy Assisterti Secretary. Finance. 

|FR Doc. 98-10790 Filed4-22-9B: 8:45 amj 
eiuiMo cooe 4tM-a«4a 


DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND 
HUMAN SERVICES 

Agency for Heetth Cara Policy and 
Research 

Notice of Meeting 

in accordance with section I0(d} of 
(he Federal Advisory Committee Act (5 
U.S.C.. Appendix 2) announcement is 
made of the following subcommittee 
scheduled to meet during the month of 
May 1998. 

Name: Hcoltii Caro Polin ai^d Research 
Special Emphasis Panel "Grants for Health 
Services Dissenatlon Research". 

Dare and Time: May 7-8. 1 998. 

P/«cc: Doubletree Hotei. 17S0 Rockville 
Pike. Montrose Room. Rockville. Maryland 
20852. 

Purpose: To review artd evaluate grant 
applications. 

Agetrda: The t^en session of the meciings 
will be devoted to buatneu covering 
admlnlurollvo nutcen and reports. During 
the closed sessiorts. the Subcommittees will 
bo reviewing arsd discussing grant 
applications dealing with health services 
research Issues. In accordence with the 
Federal Advisory Committee Act. section 
10(d) of S U.S.C.. Appendix Z and 5 U-S C-. 
SS2b(e}(6). the Administrator. Agency for 
Health Care Policy and Research, has made 
fl formal dcicrmlnation that these latter 
sessions will be closed because the 
discussions arc likely to reveal personal 
infonnailon concerning individuals 
ossocioted with the grant applications. This 
information Is exempt from mandatory 
disclosure. 

Anyone wiping to obtain a raster of 
members, minutes of the meeting, or other 
relcvam Inrormation^rouid contact Mrs. 
Shelia Simmons. Cornffitnee Maitagemcnt 
Omccr. Office ofScleniinc Affairs, Agency 
for Health Care Policy and Research. ZlOl 
East /cfTcrson Street. Suite 400, Rockvilic. 


Maryland ZOBSZ. Telephone (301) 594- 
1452x1827. 

Agenda items for this meeting are subject 
to change os priorities dictoic. 

Doted: April 14. 1998. 

John M. Elsenberg, 

Admlnlsiratar. 

fFR Doc. 98-10777 Filed 4-22-98: 8:45 am( 
NLUNO cooe 4taa-aa>ai 


DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND 
HUMAN SERVICES 
[Announcamem 98937) 

Centers for Disease Control and 
Prevention 

Inttiatives by Organizations To 
Strengthsn NaUonsI Tobacco Control 
Activities in the United Statee; Notica 
of Avallablilty of Funds for Fiscal Year 
1998 

Introduction 

The Centers for Disease Control and 
Prevention (CDC) announces the 
availability of funds for fiscal year (FY) 

1 998 for cooperative agreements with 
national organiutions that serve one or 
more of the following special targeted 
populations: African* Americans. 
Hispanlcs/Latinos. Asians/Pacific 
islanders, and youth, especially males 
(ages 1 2-24). The purpose of the awards 
is to improve or initiate tobacco control 
programs that are culturally appropriate 
to reduce nicotine addiction and other 
health related problems associated with 
the coivsumptlon of tobacco, with the 
ultimate goal of tobacco use reduction. 

CDC is committed to achieving the 
health promotion and disease 
prevention objectives of Healthy People 
2000. a national activity to reduce 
morbidity and mortall^ and improve 
the quality of life. This announcement 
is related to the priority area of Tobacco. 
(For ordering a copy of Healthy People 
2000, see the section Where To Obtain 
Additional Information.) 

Authority 

This prt^ram is authorized under 
section 3t7(k)(2) and 3i7(k)(3) {42 
U.S.C. Z47b{k)(2) and 247b(k)(3)| of the 
Public Health Service Act. as amended. 

SmokeFree Workplace 

CDC strongly encourages all grant 
recipients to provide a smoke-free 
workplace and to promote the nonuse of 
all tobacco products, and Public Law 
103-227. the Pro-Children Act of 1994. 
prohibits smoking in certain feciitties 
that receive Federal funds In which 
education, library, day care, health care, 
and early childhood development 
services are provided to children. 
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POLICIES & PROCEDURES MANUAL 


Comptrollsr of the Currency 

Administrator of National Banks 


Section: Enforcement and Compliance 

Subject; Guidance to Examiners in Securing 
Access to Bank Books and Records 


TO: All Examining Personnel 


PURPOSE 

The purpose of this issuance is to provide guidance to examiners when they encounter situations 
where a bank resists or refuses their requests to interview bank staff or review the bank’s books 
and records. It discusses the OCC’s statutory authority for access to bank information and 
records, reviews tactics that are sometimes used to obstruct examinations, sets forth the proce- 
dure to be followed when a “red flag” is identified, and lists remedies that examiners have when 
they encounter potential obstruction of an examination. Finally, it answers some commonly 
raised questions. 


REFERENCE 

Statute (12 USC 481). (See attached appendix.) 
SCOPE 

This issuance applies to all examining personnel. 


POLICY 

While national banks are generally forthcoming and cooperative in providing examiners access 
to books and records or other information needed to carry out their supervisory responsibilities, 
occasionally, a bank will resist or refuse such requests. When this happens, the bank’s rationale 
for not complying with the request may be based on the alleged dismption or burden involved, or 
similar concerns. In some ca.ses, however, the resistance or refusal may be based on the bank 
management’s desire to conceal the true condition of the institution or to prevent discovery of 
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improper conduct. It is important in all such situations for examiners to assure that they have 
access to the information they believe is necessary for them to carry out their responsibilities, and 
to understand clearly the extent of their authority to obtain access to needed information. 

By statute (1 2 LISC 48 1 ), examiners are entitled to prompt and unrestricted access to a bank's 
books, records, and staff. From time to time, examiners have encountered situations where bank 
management is reluctant or unwilling to give them such access. In some cases, this occurs due to 
a lack of understanding of the relevant legal authority on the part of bank management. Such 
problems can often be quickly resolved by having the examiners review the OCC’s statutory 
authority with bank management as soon as the issue arises. However, in other cases, bank 
management’s reticence may be an attempt to conceal fraud, derogatory information, or insider 
abuse. Resistance from bank management may be most likely to occur in an institution that may 
be in a worse condition than current CAMELS ratings indicate. Examiners should be alert to 
such behavior, regard it as a “red flag" indicating potentially serious problems, and follow up 
accordingly. 

Statutory Authority 

Under 12 USC 481, OCC examiners have complete and unfettered access to a bank’s books and 
records during an examination. In some circumstances, examiners may also review the books 
and records of bank affiliates and subsidiaries. In addition, examiners have access to the books 
and records of bank service companies, and to the books and records of independent servicers 
that pertain to the services that are subject to the Bank Service Company Act. 12 USC 1867. 
(However, if a bank affiliate or subsidiary is "functionally regulated" by the Securities and 
Exchange Commission, the Commodities Futures Trading Commission, or a state insurance 
department, certain restrictions apply on (he OCC’s examination authority with respect to that 
entity. Examiners shouid consult with their district counsel before attempting to access books 
and records of such an affiliate or subsidiary.) 

Where appropriate, examiners should remind bank management that the OCC may use its 
enforcement tools (e.g., cease and desist and temporary cease and desist orders, and civil money 
penalty assessments) to obtain management’s compliance with these access provisions. 
Concealment of the bank’s books and records from an examiner is also grounds for a conserva- 
torship or a receivership. 12 USC 1821(c)(5)(E). Furthermore, examinarion obstruction may 
subject individuals to criminal prosecution. (See 18 USC 1517.) 

Red Flags 

An unwillingness or resistance to allow examiners access to bank information may be an 
indicator that the bank is attempting to conceal evidence of violations of law or unsafe or 
unsound practices, or prevent examiners from discovering the bank’s true financial condition. 
Examiners should leam to recognize the “red flags” and respond appropriately as described 
below. 


Daw: January 7, 2000 


Page 2 of 8 


PSI-OCC-27-000023 


1137 


PPM 5310-10 


The following are examples of some “red flags"; 

• Delay Tactics. Sometimes, banks do not provide requested information within a 
reasonable time period. For example, the examiner is told that the only staff member 
who knows where the records are is unavailable at that moment and will continue to be 
unavailable indermitely. Or, the examiner is told that the particular computer with the 
necessary records is urgently needed for other purposes and cannot be made available to 
the examiners. Another example is if the examiner is told that the requested records are 
located off-site and there will be a lengthy delay in obtaining them. While examiners 
should always use judgment in evaluating the credibility of bank management's asser- 
tions, in cases where the examiner suspects obstruction, his or her response should be 
polite but firm: Unreasonable delays will not be tolerated. 

• Screening Tactics. Banks may try to prescreen the documents that examiners need to 
conduct the examination. The bank may insert a screening agent, e.g., bank counsel, 
requiring that the examiner request documents in advance, and in some detail, through the 
agent. While in some cases it is appropriate for bank counsel to review the documents in 
advance, e.g., where legitimate privilege issues are raised, in other cases the bank’s intent 
may be to sanitize requested documents before the examiner sees them. (See Alteration 
of Records.) This tactic is also unacceptable. 

• Access to Relevant Third-Party Records. Banks may try to prevent examiners from 
accessing directly relevant books and records that are maintained for the bank off-site by 
third parties, such as servicers. If a bank tries to block access to relevant documents 
maintained by third parties, the examiner should consider whether this is being done to 
prevent the examiner from obtaining information that is important to the examination, or 
to otherwise conceal the bank's true condition. 

• Alteration of Records. Banks or bank employees may attempt to alter records prior to 
the examiners' review to prevent the examiners from discovering significant losses, 
fraud, or insider abuse. ITiey may also remove key documents from files, destroy 
records, or create required records (also known as “file stuffing”). These tactics are 
illegal and subject to criminal prosecution. 

> Removal of Records. Bank management may remove important documents from bank 
offices and hide them from examiners off-site. This conduct will only be discovered 
when examiners remain alert to the fact that it may be occurring, and persistently follow 
up on staff comments and cross references to missing documents in other materials. This 
conduct could violate several criminal statutes. 

■ Attacks on Examiners’ Credibility. Banks have attempted to neutralize negative 
findings by attacking the credibility of individual examiners. The best defense to this 
tactic is prevention. Use good judgment, comply with policy, always maintain a profes- 
sional tone and demeanor, have another examiner present during important or potentially 
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hostile meetings with institution staff, and document the outcome of such meetings. 
Firmness should be accompanied by a tactful and balanced - but persistent - manner. 

The OCC will not tolerate attempts to intimidate its examiners. 

PROCEDURE 

Whenever an examiner encounters situations like those noted above, the examiner should 
immediately discuss the problem with his or her EIC, ADC or deputy comptroller, and district 
counsel to seek a quick resolution to what could be a simple misunderstanding. The examiner 
should explain to bank management the statutory authority for gaining access to the bank’s 
books and records. (A list of the legal authorities governing examiner access to information, 
which can be shared with bank management, is attached.) If access is not secured, or the 
situation is not resolved, then the examiner, together with his or her EIC, ADC or deputy 
comptroller, and district counsel should consider the remedies listed below. Other divisions of 
the Law Department will become involved as appropriate. 

The examiner should fully document all instances where the bank’s resistance or refusal to 
provide access to its books, records, or staff has become an impediment to conducting the 
examination. 

Remedies 

There are several tools available for a prompt and complete remedy. The right response depends 
on the speciHc facts relating to the conduct that the examiner encounters. The available remedies 
include; 

• Reviewing the applicable statutes compelling prompt and complete access with the 
bank's management and board and politely, but Firmly insisting on compliance. This 
might involve arranging a meeting of the board with the EIC, ADC or deputy compuol- 
ler, and district counsel present. 

• Delivering a letter instructing the bank to comply promptly with examiner requests for 
information, or face formal enforcement action. 

• Serving an administrative subpoena on the bank requiring production of the requested 
docuincnls and, if necessary, enforcing the subpoena in U.S. district court. 1 2 USC 48 1 , 
18I8(n), and 1820(c). 

• Issuing a temporary cease and desist order requiring that inaccurate or incomplete records 
be brought immediately to a complete and accurate state. 12 USC 1818(c)(3)(A). 

• Where appropriate, and in conjunction with the remedies listed above, filing a suspicious 
activity report for obstructing the examination ( 1 8 USC ISI7), conspiracy to defraud the 
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United States by obstracting the examination (18 USC 371), or making false entries and 
statements to defraud the institution or deceive the regulators (18 USC 1001 and 1005). 

In extreme cases, appointing a conservator or receiver based on the institution's conceal- 
ment of records and obstruction of the examination. 12 USC I82I(c)(S)(E). 

Also in extreme cases, or where other remedies have been exhausted, revoking the bank's 
charter if the bank refuses to provide information required in the examination of an 
affiliate, or refuses to permit such an examination. 12 USC 481. 


QUESTIONS and ANSWERS 

Question; What should an examiner do if a bank refuses to provide him or her with direct 
access to any records? 

Answer; The examiner should inform bank management that 12 USC 48 1 explicitly 
states that exarhiners are appointed by the Comptroller and, as such, are authorized to 
conduct a thorough examination of a bank's affairs. Therefore, bank management must 
provide the examiner with prompt and complete access. If bank management still refuses 
to do so, the examiner should consult unth his or her EIC, ADC or deputy comptroller, 
and district counsel. 

Question; What should an examiner do if bank management tells the examiner that the 
documents that he or she requested are inaccessible because they are in remote storage olT-site? 

Answer; The examiner should inform bank management that that they must advise the 
examiner of the documents' specific location and reuieve them promptly. 1 2 USC 48 1 . 

Question; What should an examiner do if a bank tells him or her that it has no underwriting 
records on a loan? 

Answer; The examiner should inform bank management that the bank may be cited for 
an unsafe or unsound banking practitx, and proceed with a more thorough review of this 
asset. The examiner should remain alert to the possibility that the documents exist, but 
are being withheld. Staff comments or documents in other files might indicate the 
missing records actually were created. Like withholding documents, failure to create and 
maintain critical documents is a ‘‘red flag” indicating possible fraud, insider abuse, or 
financial manipulation. The examiner should keep his or her EIC, ADC or deputy 
comptroller, and district counsel closely apprised of the matter. 

Question; What should an examiner do if he or she requests documents during a targeted 
examination and is denied access because it is not a regularly scheduled, full-scope examination? 
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Answer: The examiner should inform bank management that, under 12 USC 481, the 
bank is required to give any examiner - including safety and soundness, compliance, 
trust, and information systems examiners - prompt and complete access to all bank 
records and personnel during any examination. The authority is not limited to examina- 
tions of a specific length, scope, or type. 

Question: What should an examiner do if he or she requests accounting records on a particular 
transaction, and is denied access by a bank's auditor based on an assertion of accountant-client 
privilege? 

Answer: The examiner should inform bank management that no such privilege is 
recognized under federal law. Prompt and complete access to the documents must be 
provided. The examiner should notify his or her EIC, ADC or deputy comptroller, 
district counsel, and the chief accountant because this may be an ethical or contractual 
breach by the auditor. Recognized privileges which may be asserted include the attorney- 
client and attorney work-product privileges. Whether or not one of these privileges 
applies in any given situation requires a legal and factual analysis. If the bank asserts a 
privilege claim, the examiner should consult with his or her EIC, ADC or deputy 
comptroller, district counsel, and the director of the Litigation Division. 

Question: What should an examiner do if a bank denies his or her request outside of an 
examination for access to the documents necessary to perform a status update on a large, troubled 
loan? 


Answer: The examiner should inform bank management that he or she is working to 
determine the condition of the bank in the course of supervision. The bank must provide 
prompt and complete access to all relevant documents and records of any type. 

Question: What should an examiner do if bank management states that the examiner may 
review copies of loan files maintained on its computer, but may not review originals, because the 
originals are stored off-site in a remote facility for safekeeping and cannot be retrieved without 
considerable expense? 

Answer: The examiner should consider whether this is an unacceptable screening tactic. 
The examiner has not received assurances that the copies are exactly the same as the 
originals, or that the originals have all the required disclosures and signatures. Further, 
the exanuner has no assurances that the originals ever existed, or still exist. Additionally, 
the bank's computer may be tracking which documents the examiner is retrieving, 
permitting the bank to review and “collect” any problems with the originals before the 
examiner sees them. Under 12 USC 481, the bank must provide the examiner with 
prompt and complete access to all relevant documents of any type (including originals) 
wherever those documents may be. 
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Question: What should an examiner do if a bank's board of directors refuses to allow him or her 
to observe their meetings, citing reasons such as highly confidential merger discussions, 
personnel issues, or the like? 

Answer: The examiner should inform the directors that the bank is obligated to allow the 
examiner to attend the meeting. Additionally, the examiner may remind the directors 
that, as an examiner, he or she is prohibited from disclosing or permitting the disclosure 
of proprietary or confidential bank information obtained through the OCC’s examination 
and supervision functions. (See 18 USC 1905 and 1906, and 12 CFR Part 4.) 

Question: What should an examiner do if a bank designates a particular employee to help the 
examination team to find and locate documents, but that individual is frequently unavailable to 
assist? 


Answer: The examiner should inform bank management that it may be appropriate for 
the institution to designate an individual to assist the examination team, as long as the 
arrangement provides the examiner with prompt and complete access to records and staff. 
The examiner should insist upon access to information within a reasonable time period. 

In some circumstances, a “reasonable" time period may requite immediate access to 
information. 

Question: What should an examiner do if a bank (a) requires that outside counsel review 
requested documents for privilege before producing them for the examiner's review, or (b) insists 
that an attorney be present when he or she wishes to interview an employee? 

Answer: In both cases, the examiner should alert his or her EIC, ADC or deputy 
comptroller, and district counsel. With respect to (a), the examiner should insist that 
counsel's review be conducted quickly and without unreasonably delaying the examiner's 
access to the documents. If documents are withheld based on claims of privilege, the 
examiner should discuss the issue with his or her district counsel and the director of the 
Litigation Division. While, under 12 USC 481, examiners have complete access to the 
bank's books and records, there are some situations where the bank may assert valid 
privileges with respect to its documents. Whether or not the bank has a valid privilege 
claim can only be determined on a case-by-case basis, after considering the specific facts 
at hand. With respect to (b), depending on the circumstances, this may be an unaccept- 
able restriction on the examiner's access to information. The examiner should consult 
with his or her EIC, ADC or deputy comptroller, and district counsel. 

Question: What should an examiner do if a bank wants to tape record meetings and conversa- 
tions with the examiner? 

Answer: Audiotaping or videotaping meetings and conversations is often used as an 
intimidation technique. An examiner should not agree to have his or her meetings and 
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conversations audiotaped or videotaped unless it has been discussed ^d approved by the 
examiner's EIC, ADC or deputy comptroller, and district counsel. 

Question: What should an examiner do if he or she suspects that the examination team's 
conversations are being secretly recorded or subjected to electronic eavesdropping by bank 
employees or ofncials? 

Answer: The noncon.sensual recording of a person's conversations, and electronic 
eavesdropping, are both serious, and potentially illegal, invasions of privacy that should 
not be tolerated. The examiner should immediately bring the matter to the attention of 
his or her EIC, ADC or deputy comptroller, and district counsel. 

Question: What should an examiner do if he or she is subjected to abusive behavior on the part 
of bank employees or officials? 

Answer: The OCC will not tolerate the abuse of its employees. If an examiner is 
subjected to abuse by a bank employee or official, the examiner should document the 
incident, and immediately report the matter to his or her EIC, ADC or deputy comptrol- 
ler, and district counsel. 


Emory W. Rushton 
Senior Deputy Comptroller 
for Bank Supervision Policy 


Attachment 
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Appendix 

Institutions are required to give examiners prompt, full access to ail records and staff 
during any examination. 

Twelve USC 481 states: "The Comptroller of the Currency . . . shall appoint examiners 
who shall examine every national bank as often as the Comptroller of the Currency shall 
deem necessary. The examiner making the examination of any national bank shall have 
the power to make a thorough examination of all the affairs of the bank and in doing so 
he shall have power to administer oaths and to examine any of the officers and agents 
thereof under oath and shall make a full and detailed report of the condition of said bank 
to the Comptroller of the Currency." 

Examiners have access to the records and staff of service providers; 

Twelve USC 1867(a) provides that the OCC may examine and regulate services per- 
formed by a bank service company “to the same extent as its principal investor.” Twelve 
USC 1867(c) states that the OCC may regulate and examine the performance of services 
by independent servicers “to the same extent as if such services were being performed by 
the bank itself on its own premises.” 

(Note that the OCC's authority to examine servicers is limited if the servicer is a subsid- 
iary or affiliate of the bank that is “functionally regulated" by the Securities and Ex- 
change Commission, the Commodities Futures Trading Commission, or a slate insurance 
department.] 

Obstructing an examination is a felony; 

Eighteen USC 1517 states: “Whoever corruptly obstructs or attempts to obstruct any 
examination of a financial institution by an agency of the United Slates with jurisdiction 
to conduct an examination of such financial institution shall be fined under this title, 
imprisoned not more than five years, or both.” 
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Derivatives Basics 
and Bank 
Supervision 

Discussion by Michael Kirk, Large Bank Supervision 




2008 


Produced in collaboration with Continuing Education 
and Communications 


The contents of this discussion are 
segmented into three areas: 

Basic Definitions 
Risk Measures 
Risk Management 

Each segment can be viewed separately 
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Objectives 

• Develop skills for supervising complex products 
and businesses 

• Describe basic definitions 

• Identify the Risk Measures 

• Identify Risk and Risk Management Techniques 
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Basic Definitions 
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Wl;iat ire derivatives? 

• A derivative Is a: 

• contract between two parties. 

• the value of this contract is a function of 
(der/Ved from) the level of one or more 
underlying variables. 

• the variables themselves do not need to be 
tradable. 

• Can be OTC or exchange traded. 
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What are derivatives - continued? 


• The variables do not need to be market 
based but must be measurable. Examples 
are: 

• Financial prices (interest rates, equity prices, 
credits FX etc). 

• Commodities (precious metals, energy, base 
metals, agricultural etc.). 

• Weather (temperature, rainfall level etc.). 

• Economic ^inflation, GDP etc.). 

• Derivatives can range from being simple to 
extremely com plex contracts . 
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Why are derivatives so important? 

• Hedging-using a derivative to offset or reduce risk 

• One of the earliest examples: agricultural futures 

• e.g. corn farmer expects harvest in six months, has to invest 
money now to grbw crop but is worried about priced falling — 
— > sells corn forward on futures market to lock in price 

• Speculation— taking an open position with a view to 
making money 

• Derivatives can be attractive v. cash market 

• Little or no immediate cash outlay, so large potential leverage 

• Can use options to speculate; potential loss limited to premium 
amount 
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Why are derivatives so important? 


• Arbitrage— lock in “riskless” profit by 
simultaneous purchase and sale of offsetting 
instruments 

• Arbitrage specialists look for mispricings between 
different markets and products 

• Access - to markets not otherwise available 
(could be regulatory circumvention) or overly 
expensive to tap directly 

• Leverage 
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Futures 


A standardized, transferable, exchange-traded 
contract that requires; 

- delivery of a commodity, bond, currency, 
stock, or index (financially settled), at a 
specified price, 

- on a specified future date. Unlike options, 
futures convey an obligation to buy/sell. 



Futures - Gontinued 

Futures contracts are; 

- forward contracts, meaning they represent a pledge 
to make a certain transaction at a future date. 

- The exchange of assets occurs on the date specified 
in the contract. 

- Futures are distinguished from generic forward 
contracts in that they contain standardized terms , 
trade on a formal exchange, are regulated by 
overseeing agencies, and are guaranteed by 
clearinghouses. 



Futures 
- continued 

• In order to insure that payment will ocour, futures 
have a margin requirement that must be settled 
daily. Initial margin is placed upon a trade and 
variation margin is placed/received with 
fluctuations in the market. 

• By making an offsetting trade, taking deliveryiof 
goods, or arranging for an exchange of goods, 
futures contracts can be closed. 

• Hedgers often trade futures for the purpose of 
mitigating price risk. 

5 • Speculators often trade futures to obtain 

I leveraged exposure to an asset or liability. 

a 

o 
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Forwards 


Can be thoug ht of as customized f utu res . 

Distinguishecl from futures in that they are Qot 
standardized contracts, terms are negotiable. 
They do not trade on a formal exchange (they 
trade in the over the counter [OTC] market). 

Represent a pledge to make a certain 
transaction at a future date. The exchange of 
assets occurs on the date specified in the 
contract. 

Are unregulated. 



Forwards-continued 


Are not guaranteed by clearinghouses and 
therefore have credit risk (futures do not have 
significant credit risk). 

Margin may not be required. 

Hedgers and speculators use forwards in a 
similar manner as futures. 

Simple example is FRA. Receive/Pay a fixed 
rate and Pay/Receive a floating rate. 



Forward Example 



Floating 3 month interest rate 

National Bank 



National Bank 


B 

A 




Fixed interest rate 



For period of 3 months 



Give example & Why someone would do this. 
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Swaps 


• A contractual exchange of streams of 
payments over time according to specified 
terms. The most common type is an 
interest rate, in which one party agrees to 
pay a fixed interest rate in return for 
receiving a floating rate from another 



Swaps-continued 

• Types of swaps are usually just a function 
of the underlying: 

~ Interest Rate (think of as a portfolio of FRAs). 

- Credit (credit default swaps). 

- Commodity. 

- Asset & Liability. 

-Total Return. 

- Catastrophic events. 

- Debt-Equity. 
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Swaps-continued 


“Flavors”: 

- Vanilla= a fixed stream of payments vs. a floating 
stream of payments. 

- Basis= Floating vs. Floating. Similar asset but tenors 
or credit quality differs (examples 3m Libor vs. 6rn 
Libor, CP vs. 3M Libor, Prime vs. 3m Libor). 

- Structured= Packaged to be a structured bond look a 
like. Also known as synthetic swaps. This type of 
swap can contain complex, perhaps exotic, cash 
flows, and typically entails optionality. 



Swaps-continued 


“Flavors”: 

- Exotic= Cash flows from one or both legs of a 
swap are driven by cutting edge complex 
derivative products and modeling techniques. 
Usually contain embedded correlation 
exposure. 

- Quanto= Currency of the underlying reference 
asset differs from the currency of payments. 
Examples USD Fixed Rate vs. USD 3m Libor 
but paid in EUR. 
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Swaps-continued 

• Like Forwards, swaps are customizable. 

• Margin may or may not be required. 

• Contain both credit and price risk. 

• Used by both hedgers and speculators. 

• Can be highly leveraged depending upon margin 
(if any). 

• Not regulated by an exchange. 

• Payment not guaranteed by clearing houses. 
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Swap Example 
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Credit Default Swap 
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Options 


Each option has a buyer, called the holder, and 
a seller, known as the writer. 

Option holders have a right to exercise, option 
writers have contractual obligations to fuH if 
notified of the buyers exercise. 

If the option contract is exercised , the writer is 
responsible for fulfilling the terms of the contract 
by delivering or taking delivery of the underlying 
(or cash if financially settled) to the holder. 



Options-continued 

• For the holder, thd potehtial loss is lirhited to the 
prioe paid to acquire the option, ypside Is 
unlimited for holders of calls and limited to 
holders of puts. 

• Options have an asymmetrlpal payoff paiern; 
futures have symmetrical payoffs. 

• Options are most frequently used for leveraged 
investments or protection. 

• When an option is not exercised, it expires 

5 worthless. 

8 
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Options Terminology 

• Gall- The right, but not the obligation, to buy a specific 
amount of a given stock, commodity, currency, index, or 
bond, at a specified price (the strike price) durihg/at a 
specified period of time or times. 

• Put- The right, but not the obligation, to sell a specific 
amount of a given stock, commodity, currency, index, or 
bond, at a specified price (the strike price) during/at a 
specified period of time or times. 

• Strike- The specified price in an option contract at which 
the contract may be exercised; a price at which a call 
option buyer can buy the underlying or a put option 
buyer can sell the underlying. 
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Options Terminology 
(Continued) 

Ppemlym- Price paid to the option seller to 
acquire the rights conveyed in an option 
contract. 

Expiration date- If in the money, the date the 
contract takes effect; else the day it “matures” 
worthless. 

Exercise date- The date (s) an option right may 
be executed. 

Underlying. The reference item that the right to 
buy or sell Is referring to. 








• Options can be exchange traded or OTC. 

• Exchange Traded Options [ETO] are 
standardized, transferable contract that requires 
delivery of a commodity, bond, currency, stock, 
or index (financially settled), or cash if 
financially settled, at a specified price, on a 
specified future date. Unlike futures, options 
convey a right to the buyer and an obligation to 

, the seller if the buyer exercises the option. 

6 

o 

o 
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Options 


ETO are regulated by overseeing ageneies, and 
are^guaranteed by clearinghouses; OTC options 
are not. 

In order to insure that payment will occur for 
ETOs, they have a margin requirement that must 
be settled daily. Initial margin (Generally, the 
option premium) is placed upon a trade and 
variation margin is placed/received with 
fluctuations in the market. OTC options may or 
may not have margin provisions. 
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More on Options 

• By making an offsetting trade ETO contracts can 
be closed. OTC options generally can be 
assigned (novated) or closed out with the writer. 
(See example). 

• Hedgers often trade options for the purpose of 
mitigating price risk. (See example). 

• Speculators often trade options for the purpose 
leveraged exposure to an asset or liability. (See 
example). 
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Closing of an OTC option position 
Example of Close Out. 

• Party A originally purchased an option from party 
B for $10. 

• Party A’s option is now worth $25 due to 
changes in reference asset. Therefore has a 

mark to market gain of $1 5.00 

• Party A can close out the trade with Party B if 
Party B and Party A agree on a price, say $15. 
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Example of Assignment 
(Novation) 

• If Party A and Party B cannot agree on a price, or if Party 
B is unwiHing/unable to close out the contract, Party A 
can ask Party B if the contract can be assigned. 

• If Party B allows assignment. Party A can go to the 
market place to find a buyer for Party A’s option contract. 
If a suitable price is obtained (say $25), Party A sells the 
option contract to Party C, with the understanding that 
the option writer is being assigned and known to be 
Party B. 

• If assignment is not possible Party A can offset the 
option position with a new option trade with an other 
market participant. 
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Novation 

Confirmation Process 

• Party A sends counterparty B written notification of 
assignment of Party A’s rights to Party C. Party A sends 
a confirmation to Party C inclusive of the contract details 
and information pertaining to contract writer- Party B. 

• Party A is now out of the contract and the contract is now 
between Party B and Party C. 

• Party C will affirm and confirm trade with Party A. Party 
C will confirm assignment and contract details with Party 
B. Party B will issue a revised confirmation to Party C 
recognizing counterparty assignment (original 
confirmation was between Party A and Party B). Party B 
will send written notification to Party A acknowledging 
assignment to Party C. 
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Hedging Price Risk 
Example 

• An investor owns 100 shares of JPMG stock at a 
purchase price of $25. The current market price is $45. 

• The investor is believes that the stock can rise further, 
but wants to lock in part of the profits. 

• The investor purchase a 1 Month Put option with a strike 
of $42.50 for $1.50 

• For the next month the investors profit is locked in at a 
minimum of $1 ,600. ((strike - premium)- cost basis of 
stock position) * 100 shares (($42.50-$1.50)-25) * 100. 

• The investors profit is not limited by this strategy, 

, however the upside gain is reduced by the premium 

I spent for the optidni hedge. 
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Hedging Price Risk Example 
Numerical Example 

P&L per P&L per 







option 


option 


100 shares 

100 shares 


Market Price 


Cosi/share 


strike 


premium 


with hedge 

w/o hedge 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

25.00 

$ 

42.50 

$ 

1.50 

$ 

1,600.00 

$(1,500.00) 

i 

15.00 

$ 

25.00 

$ 

42.50 

$ 

1.50 

$ 

1,600.00 

$(1,000.00) 

i 

20.00 

i 

25.00 

$ 

42.50 

$ 

1.50 

$ 

1,600.00 

$ (500.00) 

s 

25.00 

i 

25.00 

$ 

42.50 

$ 

1.50 

$ 

1,600.00 

$ 

i 

30.00 

$ 

25.00 

$ 

42.50 

$ 

1.50 

$ 

1,600.00 

$ 500.00 

$ 

35.00 

s 

25.00 

$ 

42.50 

$ 

1.50 

$ 

1,600.00 

$ 1,000.00 

s 

40.00 

$ 

25.00 

$ 

42.50 

$ 

1.50 

$ 

1,600.00 

$ 1,500.00 










$ 1,750 00 

$ 

45.00 

$ 

25.00 

$ 

42.50 

$ 

1.50 

$ 

1,850.00 

$ 2,000.00 

$ 

50.00 

$ 

25.00 

$ 

42.50 

$ 

1.50 

5 

2,350.00 

$ 2,500.00 

$ 

60.00 

$ 

25.00 

5 

42.50 

$ 

1.50 

$ 

3,350.00 

$ 3,500.00 

$ 

70.00 

$ 

25.00 

i 

42.50 

$ 

1.50 

$ 

4,350.00 

$ 4,500,00 
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Hedging Price Risk Example 


Hedging Numerical Example 


o8 

Q. 


$5,000.00 
$4,000.00 
$3,000.00 
$2,000.00 
$ 1 , 000.00 
$- 

$( 1 , 000 . 00 )^ 
$( 2 , 000 . 



P&L w/ Hedge 
P&L Without Hedge 


Market Price 
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Options for speculative leverage 



• If a speculator Is bullish on the price of JPM stock, the speculator 
can chOoSe between nimefous methods of expressing that view. 

• The simplest is an outright purchase of a JPM shares. 

• However, that can be expensive as the speculator would need to 
outlay the entire purchase price to settle the trade. 

• Or, the speculator could purchase call options on JPM. 

• In our previous example the market price for JPM was $45. One 
month call options struck at $50.00 cost only $0.30. (30 cents). 

• In this example, per hundred shares, the cash outlay would be 
$4 ‘500 for the outright purchase and only $30.00 for the $50 call 
purchase. 

• With an option purchase, the speculator risks dhly $30, but can 
enjoy unlimited gains should the price of JPM rally above $50.00. 

• In an outright purchase the speculator is subject to liquidation and 
market risks, and therefore the entire purchase price is at risk. 
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Options for speculative leverage 
Numerical Example 


s 


o 

0 

01 





Alt#1 


Alt. #2 


Alt #2 

P&L per 


P&L per 




Slock purchase 

Buy Call 

Buy Call 







Stock purchase 


option 


option 

100 shares 


100 shares 


Market Price 


Cost/share 


strike 


premium 

Alt#1 


Alt #2 

5 

20.00 

$ 

45.00 

$ 

50.00 

$ 

0.30 

$ (2,500.00) 

$ 

(30.00) 

$ 

25.00 

$ 

45.00 

$ 

50.00 

$ 

0.30 

$ (2,000.00) 

$ 

(30,00) 

$ 

30.00 

$ 

45.00 

$ 

50.00 

$ 

0.30 

$ (1,500.00) 

$ 

(30.00) 

S 

35.00 

5 

45.00 

$ 

50.00 

5 

0.30 

$ (1,000.00) 

$ 

(30.00) 

$ 

40.00 

$ 

45.00 

$ 

50.00 

$ 

0.30 

$ (500.00) 

$ 

(30.00) 

$ 

45.00 

$ 

45.00 

$ 

50.00 

5 

0.30 

$ 

$ 

(30,00) 

5. 





it 


$ 

(30.00) 

$ 

60.00 

$ 

45.00 

$ 

50.00 

$ 

0.30 

$ 1,500.00 

$ 

970,00 

$ 

70.00 

$ 

45.00 

$ 

50.00 

$ 

0.30 

$ 2,500.00 

$ 

1,970.00 

$ 

80.00 

$ 

45.00 

$ 

50.00 

$ 

0.30 

$ 3,500.00 

$ 

2,970.00 

$ 

90.00 

$ 

45.00 

$ 

50.00 

$ 

0.30 

$ 4,500.00 

$ 

3,970.00 

$ 

100.00 

$ 

45.00 

$ 

50.00 

$ 

0.30 

$ 5,500.00 

$ 

4,970,00 
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Speculative Leverage 



$ 6 , 000.00 

$ 4 , 000.00 

$2,000.00 

$‘ 


$( 4 , 000 . 00 ) 


Stock Purchase 
Options Purchase 


Market Price 
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Generic Option Types 


- European= Can only be exercised on the 
expiration date. 

- American=Can be exercised at anytime prior 
to expiration. 

- Bermudan= Can be thought as a special case 
of an American option; they can be exercised 
at specific points in time (more than one) 
between the time the option is written and 
expiration. 



Generic Option Types-continued 


- Asian=Underlying price is calculated as an average 
price of the reference asset over sonne period of time. 
Note: the averaging time period does not have to be 
the same as the time period to expiration. 

- Barrier= A trigger point that can cause an option to 
be terminated or to take effect. Examples are Knock 
In options and Knock Out options. Barrier can al^p 
be specified as one touch, multiple touch, or breach. 
Knock In options are options that become effective 
only after the barrier is actuated; Knock Out options 
terminate when the barrier is actuated. Barrier 
options often are used to reduce the cost of 
purchasing a more traditional bption. 


1192 



Generic Option Types 
(Continued) 

- Exotie= Could contain eoprelation, may involve 
path dependency such as a look back option. 

- Compound= Options on options. J^^lso know 
as Power Options. 

- Spreld Option= Also known as Diff Options. 
These are options on the difference tfetween 
two distinct reference assets/liabilPtiesi 

- Quanto=Referenced Underlying Asset is in a 
currency other than the currency exchanged 
upon exercise for financially settled options. 
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The Greeks 


Terminology can vary by market and by the organization. However, 
most shops measure most of the following “greeks” depending the 
referenced product (not all greeks relate to all products). Delta, 
Gamma, Rho, & Theta are fairly universal accepted terminology. 
The others may vary by market and employer. 

Delta- 1®* order change in price with respect to the referenced asset. 
Gamma - 2"^^ order change in price with respect to the referenced 
asset. 

Vega-1®' order change in option price with respect to the volatility of 
the referenced asset. 

Alpha- 2"'^ -order change in option price with respect to the volatility 
of the referenced asset. 



The Greeks-continued 


• Theta- order change in option price with respect to 
time. 

• Rho- 1 order change in option price with respect to 
discount rate. 

« Mu- 1st order change in option price with respect to 
dividends. 

• Phi- order change in option price with respect to 
correlation. 

• DDelV- Cross derivative between changes in the 
underlying and the impact upon Vega. In other words, 
change in delta given change in volatility. 
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Delta 

• Delta represents the change in price of a derivative for 
every change in the price of the underlying referenced 
asset. 

• Delta is also called the “hedge ratio” as it is used to 
hedge the order effect of the underlying assets price 
exposure. 

Delta- considered to be one minimum risk exposure to 
measure, regardless of the product and institution 
sophistication level. 

• All derivatives have a delta. As delta measures the most 
basic exposure, change in the price of the derivative 

I resulting from a change in price of the underlying. 

o 

9 
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Delta 



• The delta of a swap is analogous to the duration 
of a bond, and similarly the gamma of a swap is 
analogous to the convexity of a bond. 

• The delta of a forward contract is essentially 1 
(in reality it is less than 1 because it is 
d/scoanfed by a discount factor, like one would 
calculate for determining the present value of a 
future cash flow.). 

• Delta’s of options are bounded by 0 and 1 , with 
deep in the money options having a delta of 1 
and deep out of the money options having a 
delta of 0. 
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Delta 

(Continued) 

• At the money [ATM] options (options where the price of 
the reference asset equals the strike), have delta’s of 
0.5. 

• Example: If a dealer purchases 100 ATM calls on a 
particular 5 year US Government bond from a client and 
wants to have a market neutral position, the dealer 
would immediately sell 50 of that 5 year US Government 
bond. 

• When dealers are referring to their pos/t/on in the rnarket 
place, they are generally referring to, their delta position. 
Their delta position is the summation of all of the delta’s 

5 resulting from their entire derivatives portfolio and all 

I their corresponding underlying hedges. 
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GAMMA 

• Since many derivatives are non linear, one needs to 
measure /7/gf/7er order effects. 

• Non-linear derivatives valuation changes are not at a 
constant proportion with changes in the level of the 
referenced asset. 

• Non linear derivatives risk exposures are therefore also 
non-linear. 

• Gamma measures the change in the derivatives delta 
per given change in the referenced asset price. 

• Gamma is largest when an option is ATM 

• Gamma increases as time decreases, so very short 
dated options have also have hi^h gamma. 
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VEGA 


• Vega is the rate of change of the option value with respect to 
implied volatility 

• Volatility of the underlying referenced asset is not constant 
(although the BS option pricing model assumed implied volatility 
is constant). 

• Option prices change due to changes in implied volatility. 

• The higher the implied volatility the greater the future dispersion 
of referenced asset prices and this generally results in higher 
option prices. 

• High Vega means the option is very sensitive to changes in vol. 

• Low Vega means the option is not very sensitive to changes in 
vol. 

w 
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o 
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Vega 

(Continued) 

• Long dated options have higher Vega as 
there is more time for volatility to have an 
effect on the payout of the option 

• Vega is higher for ATM options as a change 
in vol can take the option in or out of the 
money. 

• If a derivative has Vega exposure, then 
volatility skew/smile is a risk component as 
well. 
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Discussion on Volatility Measures 

• Implied Volatility- forward looking 

• Historical Volatility- backward looking 

• Realized Volatility-What has occurred 
during the holding period. 
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Discussion on Volatility Measures 

(Cont) 

• Implied Volatility- Is the markets “best guess” at 
the degree of future variability of a referenced 
asset for a particular time period . It can be also 
thought of as the market price of risk. The level 
of imjSlied volatility is generally the only 
unobserved variable; therefore it is determined 
by supply and demand for the option in the 
market place. 

• Historical Volatility is the measured volatility of a 
referenced asset over a specific previous time 

I frame. 

o 
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Discussion on Volatility Measures 

(Cent) 


• Realized Volatility is the volatility of the 
referenced asset from the time a party acquires 
a derivative instrument to the time the instrument 
matures/expires or the party liquidates the 
instrument. 

• Profitahility of the participants that trade options 
on a delta neutral basis is driven by the disparity 
between realized volatility and implied volatility. 
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ALPHA 

• Alpha is the second derivative of an option 
price with respect to changes in implied 
volatility. 

• Therefore, Alpha measures the change in 
an options Vega Risk given changes in 
implied volatilities. 

• It is analogous to Gamma which measures 
the change in the delta position per 
change in the reference asset. 
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DDelV 


DDelV is a cross derivative. 

It measures the change in a delta position per changes 
in volatility. 

Participants who run large complex books that contain 
numerous strikes (particularly for a long dated book that 
contains many OTM positions) find this risk measure 
helpful. 

Often times implied volatility changes are driven by 
changes in the referenced asset prices. Therefore, if 
one knows the likely short term relationship between 
implied volatility and the referenced asset one can better 
position themselves for changes in the delta position due 
to changes in implied volatilities driven by market moves 
in the referenced asset. 



PSI-OCC-27-000098 


THETA 

• Theta Js the rate of change of the option value AA/ith 
respect to time. It is often referred to as time decay 
because it measures the options decay in value over 
time. 

• Theta generally increases as time to expiry increases. 

• Theta is usually negative for purchased options; as 
the time to expiration decreases options become less 
valuable. 

• Theta Is largest for ATM. 

• If Theta is large in absolute terms either Delta or 
Gamma must be large. 
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THETA 

(Cont.) 

For traders there is a risk return trade off between 
theta positions and their gamma and vega positions. 

Theta measures what an option will make/lose over 
time. From an options vega position one can 
calculate the degree of market variability priced into 
the market. 

If the realized market volatility is higher than implied 
by an option’s vega a trader should be able to trade 
the resultant gamma positions to recapture theta 
losses and make further gains. 



RHO 


• Rho is the rate of change of the option value with respect to changes in 
interest rates. 

• Rho is managed on a portfolio basis. 

• Rho is usually small with respect to Delta, Gama, and Vega. 
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PHI 


• Phi is the change in price given a change in implied 
correlation. 

• As with volatility, there is implied, historical and realized 
correlation. They are typically NOT equal. 

• Phi risk is very difficult to hedge, as correlation based 
products tend to have asymmetrical supply and demand 
characteristics. 

• In asymmetrical situations assumptions used in pricing 
become critical; model risks and valuation risks must be 
closely monintored, and book sizes must be rhonitdred In 
relation to liquidity. 
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Market Risk Grid 



Counter Party 




Credit 

Delta 

Gamma 

Future 


✓ 

* 

Forwards 

✓ 

✓ 


Generic Bond 


✓ 

✓ 

Complex Bond 


✓ 

✓ 

Stock 


✓ 


Currency 

✓ 

✓ 


Commodity 

Maybe 

✓ 


Generic Swap 

✓ 

✓ 

✓ 

Complex Swap 

✓ 

✓ 


Options 

Maybe 

✓ 

✓ 

Exotics 

✓ 

✓ 

✓ 

Hybrids 

✓ 

✓ 

✓ 

Structure Products 

Maybe 

✓ 

✓ 

* special case, Interest rate futures contain these elements 


Alpha 

DDelV Theta Rho 

✓ 

Mu 

Phi 

✓ 

^ ✓ ✓ 

Maybe 

Maybe 





V 





✓ 

✓ 

Maybe 

Maybe 

v' 

✓ 

✓ 

✓ 

Maybe 

Maybe 

✓ 

✓ 

✓ 

y/ 

Maybe 

Maybe 

✓ 

✓ 

✓ 

✓ 

Maybe 

Maybe 

✓ 

✓ 

✓ 

✓ 

Maybe 

Maybe 


Vega 


✓ 


✓ 

✓ 

✓ 

✓ 
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Hedging Market Risks 




Partially 

Partially 

Non Hedgeable Non Hedgeable 


Hedgeable 

Hedgeable 

Diversifiable 

Diversifiable Non Diversifiable 

Delta 

V 




Gamma 


V 

✓ 


Vega 


✓ 

✓ 


Skew/Smile 


✓ 

✓ 


Alpha 


✓ 

✓ 


DDelV 


✓ 

✓ 


Theta * 


✓ 



Rho 

✓ 




Mu 




✓ 

Phi 






* In practice Theta is not hedged as doing so will 
alter the desired portfolio, therefore it is accepted. 



Market Risk Measures 
Where do they come from? 

• Some measures of risk are “derived” directly from the 
models. These are often referred to as closed form 
formulas, as they can be directly solved for. An example 
would be the delta of a European option; it can be solved 
in a closed form equation supplied in Black & Scholes, 
1971 . 

• Other measures cannot be solved for directly so 
/7u/77er/ca/ techniques are used. An example of solving 
for a risk numerically is by bumping a node on binomial 
tree up and down by a fixed quantity to determine the 
gamma of an American style option. 
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Market Risk Measures 
-continued 

Where do they come from? 

• Not all models are created equally, 
mathematical assumptions (distributions of 
underlying assets, drift processes and 
assumptions can be, and often are, different). 
This creates a challenge for risk measurement 
and consolidation. 

• So, what do risk professionals do? They rely 
upon numerous techniques including, derived 
risk measures, statistical techniques (VAR) and 
stress tests. 
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G e n e ri G M a rket Ris k M eas u res 

• Generic risk measures are these that can be 
applied across all assets. 

• VAR and Stress are two techniques. 

• VAR is a statistical techniques that attempts to 
capture the maximum loss a portfolio (of either 
like or unlike assets) is likely to suffer. 

• There are two common techniques. Historical 
simulated VAR and hypothetical simulated VAR 


IZZl 



PSI-OCC-27-000109 


VAR 

• The historical simulation method is used to forecast the 
expected worst loss from the distribution of 1 years worth 
(typically) of daily, historical, market returns for the 
portfolio at a 99% confidence interval. 

• Technique requires the maintenance of data for eabh 
reference asset and components of valuation (credit 
spreads, volatilities, correlations, etc.). 

• Hypothetical simulated method does not use historical 
data, but Instead relies upon either a standardized sets 
of assumptions, or a Monte Carlo technique. 
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VAR-continued 


Both methods are based upon statistical 
assumptions and are probabilistic. 

VAR distributions assumptions are often 
violated. Empirical evidence shows daily returns 
are typically not normally distributed and 
substantial kurtosis exists (daily losses are 
larger and more frequent than those predicted 
by the distribution [Fat 7a//s]). 
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Stress 

• This teehnique will revalue a portfolio of assets under 
adverse conditions in order to forecast a loss. 

• Has the advantage of being easily understood. 

• Adverse conditions can either be hypothetical, or 
historical. 

• Historical has the advantage of known quantifiable 
shocks, and impacts upon multiple markets, but suffers 
from the disadvantage of changing markets, changing 
behavior of participants, and new products. Examples 
include Crash of 1987, Russian Debt Crisis and the 
collapse of LTCM in 1998. 
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Stress-continued 

• Hypothetical has the advantage of simplicity, but 
suffers from the limits of our imagination. 
Typically, severe market disruptions occur in 
manners which were unpredictable. The 
imaginable Is often already hedged against, so 
by definition the unimaginable is what occurs. 

• Recent credit crunch although predictable was 
ignored in many scenarios due to bubble mania. 
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Market Risk “Management” 


• Control function related to the governance of risk taking. 

• Risk Management is generally regarded as an independent function that 
monitors, and controls the risk taking by front office professionals. 

• However qualified they are, this group is generally not actively managing 
risk. They advise prior to, during; and after risk events. But they do rrat 
generally manage risk (except in the case of initiating a overall 
management hedge to protect the bank from an adverse market 
environment). 

• Front office professionals and senior management initiate and manage 
market risk. 

• Therefore, Risk Management’s function is to create the “rules of the game” 
jointly with senior management based upon loss tolerances. 
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Effective Risk Management 

• Effective risk management is a tremendous topic 

that cannot be summarized in a few slides. 

• Entails: 

- Highly qualified (in the field of risk management as 
well as highly knowledgeable on the produots/markets 
overseen), assertive, and communicative individuals. 

- Sound, practical, and operationally efficient limit 
structure. 

- Multiple disciplines (not only market risk, there’s 
model risk, operational risk, valuation risk etc.). 

- Flexibility. 

- Strong stomach. 
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Effective Risk Management 

(Cent.) 

• Limits include: 

- Non statistical (i.e.delta, basis, term/strueture). 

- Statistical (VAR). 

- Stress. 

• Limits should capture all the core elements of a 
business, yet not be so complicated that a trader 
cannot determine where the portfolio is— versus 
the limits- throughout the course of a volatile 
and busy trading day. 

• Limits should not be so large that they are never 
breached, and should not be too small, resulting 
in overly frequent breaching. 
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Effective Risk Management 

(Cont.) 

• Limits design should encourage diversification, 
and realization of profits. 

• Revenue projections should be determined 
together with limits, taking Into consideration 
senior managements risk tolerances. 

• Limits, revenue projections, and business plans 
(including the annual plan and new business 
plans) are interrelated and should be determined 
as such. 
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Effective Risk Management 

(Cent.) 

Is more than just limit setting and 
monitoring. Examples include: 

- Model risk management. 

- Valuation Risk- inputs, models, parameters. 

- Operational Risk 

Is an ongoing process. 
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Risk Oversight 

Risks stemming from derivatives are numerous and involve multiple 
disciplines. 

Complexity of business necessitates a multi-pronged strategy of risk 
mitigation. 

- Silo approach 

• Market Risk 

• Credit Risk 

• Valuation 

• Model 

• Operational 

- Multi disciplined approach. 

• Business Control Committees (involve CFO, Front & Back Offices, Market 
Risk, Model Research, Model Control. Valuation, Accounting, Legal, etc..) 

• Internal Audit. - Perform regular (annual) audits of high risk areas. 

• Critical Self Assessments. To be done at least semi-annually. 



Risk Oversight 
(Cent.) 

• Communication & Culture is critical 

- Is senior management actively Involved? 

- Are all facets of the organization 
communicating with each other effectively? 

• Transparency of risks 

- Is information readily available? 
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Other Risks 

• Counterparty default (credit) risk 

• Settlement Risk 

• Model Risk 

• Valuation Risk 

• Operational Risk 

• Reputation Risk 
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Credit Risk 


The risk to a bank vyhereby a counterparty fails to 
perform per contractual terms in a derivative transaction 
is referred to as counterparty default (credit) risk. 

In large complex banks, this risk is overseen by a 
specialized group of individuals in credit risk 
management. Smaller banks may combine this function 
with market risk management. 

Can be mitigated with (by); 

- Initial margin + variation margin (stronger if one way). 

- Legal documentation stipulating netting, default procedures, etc. 

- Credit default swaps. 

- CP exposure limits. 



Credit Risk 


Credit exposure of derivative is always uncertain 

Depends on direction of movement of underlying 
market variable(s) 

Depends on amount of movement (a function of 
its volatility) 

Can be very complex to predict (i.e. value of 
equity option dependent not just on share price, 
but also volatility, interest rates, dividends, etc) 

Usually a fraction of the trade notional. But, 
unUke a loan it can sometimes be greater than 
the notional amount! 



Credit Risk Measures/Terminology 


• Peak and average exposures are both estimates of 
future Mark to Market exposure but use different levels 
of conservatism. Peak exposure: Is the “near worst case” 
exposure that could arise during the life of the trade 

- Peak is generally used in gross thresholds 

- Average exposure: Is the expected exposure of the derivative 
during the life of the trade 

• This is a “best estimate” of the exposure 

• Calculated as probability weighted average MTM over all possible 
future market scenarios 

• Average used to calculate credit charge (i.e. the minimum 
profitability to cover credit risk) 

- Derivative Risk Equivalent (“DRE”): Is a calculation of the 
amount of loan that would give the same credit risk capital as 

s that derivative 
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DRE 


That is, DRE is a measure that allows a fair comparison 
with a loan exposure (so approving $50mm of DRE for a 
derivative and a $50mm loan should be comparable 
risks) 

DRE is a risk adjusted function of average exposure, it 
equals Average Exposure plus an add-on for the 
variability of exposure of the derivative, adjusted for the 
riskiness of the counterparty 

It is a stress based measure at some high confidence 
level (generally 97.5%). 

DRE Is generally used for counterparty credit lines and 
approvals as well as Net Threshold 
Peak is always > DRE > average. Typically DRE is 
around half of Peak. 
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Model Risks 


• The risk to a bank that results from a model not adequately 
capturing all of the relevant drivers of valuation in alt adverse market 
environments. 

• Risks that new models are developed supplanting existing models, 
but produce material impacts upon valuations. 

• Complex products and associated models evolve through time. 
Improvemehts take time to be developed and implemented. 

• Adverse market environments will demonstrate model weaknesses. 

• How mitigate: 

- Large complex banks employ independent model reviewers that review 
models produced by derivatives research model developers. 

• Ensure sufficiently documented, so can be replicated upon staff turnover. 

• Emor checking. 

• Testing for model effectiveness- does it measure what it purports to 
measure? Do risk measures account for changes in valuations? Test for 
limitations across reasonable input range. Back test against actual results. 

- Place limitations and market exposure upon use until concerns alleviate. 
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Valuation Risk 


• Like many risks, valuation risk is not an island. It iSt 
closely related to market risk and model risk. 

• This is the risk that donsiderable uncertainty surrounds 
the valuation of a derivative contract. 

• Could result from: 

- Lack of information (illiquid markets). 

- Lack of transparency (deals occur but there is a multi- tiered 
market. More significant risk for smaller players). 

- Product complexity 

- Model simplicity or complexity (model short comings) 

- Unobservable parameters (correlations, prepayment speeds) 
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Valuation Risk 
(Cont.) 

• Valuation Risk is mitigated by; 

- Independent Valuation Managers — separate and independent 
from line of business. This function may reside in either Finance 
or Market Risk. 

- Independent market prices-preferably not broker quotes. 

- Random market polling. 

- Reserves and adjustments to income. 

- Limitations on growth of business in complex illiquid products 

until senior management is Comfortable with control ‘ ; 

environment/or acceptable risks. 

- Ensuring Accounting Policy group is consulted when developing 
policies and procedures. 
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Operational Risk 


• Operational risk is defined as the risk of loss resulting from inadequate or 
failed internal processes, people and systems, or from external events. 

• Like all of the previous risks (credit, model, valuation) operational risks are 
significant. 

• Operational risks result from the failure of the bank to perform according to 
its responsibilities. 

• Could result in: 

- Opportunities for fraud by insiders who are aware of lack of operational controls. 

- Penalties for failure to report, perform, or otherwise. 

- Interest charges for late payments. 

- Inadvertent default. 

- Failure to exercise a contract, thus losing its value. 

- Failure to execute a confirmation, thereby creating a potential legal out for a 
counterparty who has an adverse financial position with the bank. 

- Endless opportunities for economic loss, the possibilities for errors to cost the 
bank sometimes seem without boundary. 
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Operational Risk 
(Cont.) 

• How is operational risk oontrolled? 

- MIS and metrics provided to senior management. 

- Internal Audit. High risk areas are audited annually. 

- Operational Risk committees. 

- Critical Self Assessments. 

- Independent Operational Risk Managers, perform 
functions similar to independent risk management, 
valuations, and models, but related to operational 
aspects of the organization. 
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Operational Risk 
(Cont.) 

• Settlement Risk is a form of operational risk. It 
ooours when one^party makes a payment (say 
on a swap) and the other party fails to do so. 

- Risk is difficult to control. Operations needs to have 
strong controls surrounding wire transfers, and be in 
communication with^associated credit personnel. 

- Netting is one form of mitigation. 

- Cross product and legal entity netting is another form 
of mitigation. 
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Internal Audit 

Needs to be completely independent. 

Needs to have sufficiently qualified personnel. 

Needs to have significant stature in the organization (i.e. 
There should be an audit committee at the board level, 
that has the support of the Board Chairman). 

Should perform annual audits of high risk areas. 

Should test controls, procedures and adherence to 
policy. 

Should be evaluating all of the aforementioned risk 
functions. 

Should ensure outstanding findings are corrected by 
verifying completion of action plans resulting from their 
findings. 
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Bank Examiners should look at: 

• How transparent is risk taking? What reports do the banks most 
senior managers receive? Do those reports provide sufficient 
details to understand most salient risks? 

• Daily P&L results 

• Risk positions (if possible obtain daily (ideally), weekly, or at least 
monthly). 

- Try to relate P&L to market events and position reports. 

- Know what the largest risk positions are by line of business. 

• Performance reports. 

- Client, proprietary, and portfolio revenues 

~ Revenue to risk measures. 

• Limits: Structure, annual creation & affirmation process, reports, 
and monitoring. 

- Documentation surrounding breaches 

- Temporary excession allowances and reasons why. 
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Bank Examiners should look at: 

(Cdnt;) 

Risk Committee? 

- Is there one 1 

- Obtain Risk Committee report package and meeting mintues. 
Critical Self Assessments 

Business Control Committee reports and meeting 
minutes 

Model Reviews and adequacy of documentation 

Valuation metrics 

- Reserves & associated triggers. 

- Valuation adjustments & associated triggers. 

- Independent pricing coverage %s (and sources). 



Bank Examiners should look at: 


Operational Metrics 

- Confirmation statistics 

- Nostro breaks (and aging) 

- % of Straight Thru processing. 

- P&L and Risk Explain 

- Error Trends. 

Internal Audit Reports. 

Management structure & Governance 
Business plans and new business initiatives 
New business post implementation reviews 
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Market Risk VAR Trends 


{USD Mtfs) 


Aggregate’ and f.lTM VAR Trends 



HigKfigtils 


IB Aggregate VAR in Odofctf 2007 sv^rag^ S22QTnm. or S23rmn higlief than Septitr^Mt^ $137tnm 9V8r«^ the 
incrwse in im priflwty driven by 1) kKrassed ssQMSures in Crecft Port^k) (acousd }oar») mi Creril Madteis 

9j(1dgeandex»5s bocAs), 8) radu^on of die Bmaao hedge owsi^iehichgen^y reduces (he aggre(^ VAR, 
and ill) kwreasediongeqikydeilainGlab^&iisttes.TbeVAR inciease was parbal^offM by changes in tong USD 
drectiianai tntere^ rale rlitk exp«ur» and Rales & Cuneides. The tevets of VAR in Ne October 

had breached the $2S0mm 15 Aggregate VAR bill on 5 days, however in Noventar of 2007 new Unas and 
Thresholds were sigriedaltMlrig a $275mm 16 Aggregate VAR Threahdd 

tB MsiicecMo-Uerket VAR has average] $i00mm bi October and has trended downeerds since Sej^etr^r as a 
result of I) a shift In overal Gtobd EguHes view going From being strong bearish to neutiri to midiy btbish Berthe 
Fed rale annourcernent in late Septen fe er U) a decline (d dqprxnm^gt/ SiSmm in VAR terms SRsr remappir^ tt% 
reben series lor CMP (a hedge Iml ponfolo} lo a more correlated index B) some position reduction in f^pristary 
sleepeners which also conirtbuled to a overal dedine In VAR, and hr} reducdon of the macro hedge 
overlay wNeh was a iMver of UTW VAR. 

4Q2007 (quanef'tcKlate) Total Tracing and CPG average VAR as of Odoberhas been reducvtg compaed to 
dw bird gcArter of 2007 as dhwsbicatcon benefits bweased. maMy due le Ecyities being longdeKaigtvnma 
against the rm steepenen & shcvl oecM posHions in Pmphetary Posiknng. 



As Of October 200? 

Externally Disclosed Trading VAR 


(USD MM'S) 

4QTD 2007 





Averwe 

Mintmum Maximum 

3Q07 

YTP07 

BvRijfcTYK', 

VAR 

VAR 

)m 

Average 

Avereoe 

Fixed Income 

S96.a 

$66 .0 

$104.4 

$96.0 

$75.0 

Foreign Exchange 

32.0 

23.4 

43.5 

Z3.0 

22.0 

Ec^nties 

30.0 

26.6 

35.4 

3$.0 

41.0 

Commodilies and Other 

30.0 

24.0 

41J 

26.0 

34.0 

Less: Portfoio Diversific^ion 

(93.0) 

NM 

NM 

(72.0) 

(71.0) 

Total Trading VAR 

$95.0 

$81.6 

$109.6 

$t12.0 

$101.0 

CreifitPortfoBoVAR(a) 

26.0 

22.3 

30.6 

17.0 

15.0 

Less; Portfolf) Diverstficalion 

(23.0) 

NM 

NM 

{22,0} 

(16.0) 

Total iB Trading & CP VAR 

$9B.O 

$82J 

117J 

$107.0 

$1(W.O 


(xJindodnViMcmdvwaiiniTtdivebMoriarbHi'ewits.aecbvduidonai^sUnentheilgesariSiMrkee-maitietlDenhad^ This V/Vt dors not includsHMauruifliHmpoidaiio, which is not marked hi i«KkR 


’ Ag^egaie VAR includes OVA VWr^ed to the GretS PwtTob) business. 


24 
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VAR History 


Externaily Disclosed Average Trading & Credit Portfolio VAR - October 2007 (in 5 n^lhons) 




3Q0e 

40M 

IQ 07 

2Q07 

3007 

OdO? 

V7D07 

(B VAR {by mk lyp*) 










Pirad Income 

BIT 

fO.3 

45 2 

72 8 

97 3 

05.3 

74.9 


FsretQn exeh«^ 

24J2 

20.1 

1B0 

20.0 

22.0 

32.1 

31.9 


Eqdtics 

3Z4 

35-2 

411 

506 

351 

30.5 

41.3 


CommoditiM & Other 

4tA 

34.7 

34.3 

404 

284 

29.6 

33.8 

Lau: Portfobo Dfv«rs4cation 


(B2.3) 

(57.8) 

(588) 

(733) 

(70!) 

(B3.2J 

(70.9) 

Total G Tradlno VAR 


S3.0 

62.9 

at B 

1115 

114.1 

«.7 

101,1 

Cradh Pofttbto VAR 


14.3 

14.9 

13.5 

11.6 

10,8 

25.0 

15.2 

Lasi; PoofoboOrvervficjbon 


(S-0) 

(las) 

('2-IJt 

{12-7) 

(23.7) 

(22.0) 

(16.1) 

Total VAR 


sa.s 

87.4 

832 

ttO.3 

107.2 

08.3 

100.2 


54E>3 $4.fi4e 

iSm S494 


Prncifkal Transacbons 

PtmoasI T ran&acttffts p«r Tola) Aw*f99e VAfi (S Actual) 


S2,*49 S2;21? S3.120 SZ175 jSSifil 

S9.1& ss^e st2.52 »5a {S2e4) 
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Fixed I neome Markets Revenue 

Trend 


, 
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M 


Hi|h Grade Bond Ori^ikM 

m 

2.1 

0.1- 

,, .(0.6) 

(2.3) : 

4.0 

(0.7) 

(14,4) 

(10.7) 

14.2 


11.9 

; (0.1) 

Leverage FiaBKe 

221.7 

(I028.S) 

(280.5) 

71.9 

(13.6) 

1.7 

2.8 

(7.3) 


(1.0) 

(8.6) 

(7.7) 

(87.0) 

Tu-Cxmipl Cqrtui MirkeU 

io.$ 

21 i 

(63) 

21.3 

10.0 

9.5 

10.3 

7.6 

(0.7 

9.6 

12.8 

)1.0 

10.7 

Cr«fit Trading 

(4J.7) 

(103-f) 

(311.4) 

(39.S) 

(60.7) 

93 3 

67.8 

35.4 

iio.B 

129.8 

2.9 

64.B 

(4.3) 

Loan Trading 

52.J 

1*7 

(18.4) 

(53.2) 

(19.5) 

49.7 

39.0 

35.7 

53.9 


15,3 

29.0 

25,3 

Stracgk Sahiriofts 

Q.Q 

(0.0) 

(00) 

(0.0) 

(0.0) 

(0,0) 

(0.0) 

(0.0) 

(0.0) 


(0.0) 

(0.0) 

(0.0) 

Slroctured Ciedit 

(114) 

(12.7) 

{l«0.3) 

(1272) 

(133) 

160 

24.0 

. (14.9) 

(0,4) 


(7.4) 


(24,1) 
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Q&A 

. ? 


• Can’t think of any now, email me later. 

• Mike.Kirk@occ.treas.qov 


212 - 789-4764 
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Attachments - Questions 2 & 3 

• FFIEC Supervisory Policy Statement on investment Securities and End-User Derivatives Activities 

• PPM 5310-10: Guidance to Examiners in Securing Access to Bank Books and Records 

• Derivatives Basics and Bank Supervision 


Attachments - Question 5C 

• PPM 5310-3 (REV): Enforcement Action Policy 

• PPM 5310-5 (REV): Securities Activities Enforcement Policy 

• Matters Requiring Attention Memorandum 
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POLICIES & PROCEDURES MANUAL 


ComptioHer of the Curreney 

Administrator of National Banks 


secuon: Dank Supervision Operations 

stsitKt: Enforcement Action Policy 


TO: Deputy Comptrollers, Department and Division Heads, District Counsel and all Examining 
Personnel 


PURPOSE AND SCOPE 

This PPM describes the OCC’s policy Tor taking appropriate enforcement action in response to 
violations of lew, rules, regulations, final agency orders and/or unsafe and unsound practices or 
conditions. It revises PPM S3 1 0-3 (REV) July 30, 200 1, and supersedes Supplement I to PPM 
53 10-3(REV), November 1 0, 2004. This PPM also supersedes OTS Examination Handbook 
Section 080, Enforcement Actions, July I8, 2008, with respect to federal savings associations. 

This PPM is applicable to all types of national banks, federal branches and agencies of foreign banks, 
and federal savings associations (collectively, “banks"). This PPM is also applicable to enforcement 
actions that the OCC may take against bank service companies under 1 2 USC 1 86 1 and service 
providers under 12 USC 1464(dX7)(D). Actions may take the form of informal enforcement actions; 
formal enforcement actions under 12 USC 1818; prompt corrective action directives under 12 USC 
1 83 1 o; safety and soundness orders under 1 2 USC 1 83 1 p- 1 ; or some combination thereof. This PPM 
does not address civil money penally actions against persons under 12 USC I8l8(i) (see Civil Money 
Penalties Policy, PPM 5000-7, Revised, June 16, 1993); prohibition or removal actions, or personal 
cease and desist orders against individuals, under 12 USC 1818(e) or (b); actions taken to enforce the 
various securities laws and regulations (see OCC's Securities Activities Enforcement Policy, PPM 
5310-5, Revised, February 8, 2001); or actions under the International Lending and Supervision Act 
(see 12 USC 3909). 

These policies and procedures provide internal OCC guidance. They are not intended, do not, and 
may not be relied upon to create rights, substantive or procedural, enforceable at law or in any 
administrative proceeding. 

This PPM also is not intended to supersede or limit the applicability of any other PPM that may 
provide more explicit guidance and direction, or establish supplemenui procedures, applicable to 
compliance-related violations or treatment of supervisory issues arising from the various specialty 
areas (i.e., compliance, fiduciary, and asset management, or information technology). 
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OVERVIEW AND GENERAL POLICY 

Effective bank supervision requires clear communications between the OCC and the bank s 
senior management and board of directors. The OCC uses a variety of enforcement actions to 
communicate problems or weaknesses and to require corrective measures by banks. Once 
problems or weaknesses are identified and communicated to the bank, the bank’s senior 
management and board of directors are expected to promptly correct them. Whenever possible, 

OCC enforcement actions should deal with problems or weaknesses at an early stage, before 
they develop into more serious supervisory issues or adversely affect a bank’s performance and 
viability. This may mean taking action well before problems or weaknesses arc reflected in a 
bank’s financial condition. 

An OCC Report of Examination ("Report”) documents the OCC’s findings and conclusions 
with respect to its supervisory review of a bank. The actions a bank takes or agrees to take in 
response to its Report are important factors in determining whether the OCC will take 
enforcement action and the severity of that action. Although enforcement actions may be 
initiated as a result of findings contained in a Report, taking such actions are not necessarily 
correlated with the completion of the Report. In some cases, enforcement action may be 
warranted prior to the completion or transmittal of the Report to obtain correction of significant 
problems or weaknesses as quickly as possible. This policy provides guidance in selecting the 
action or combination of actions best suited to accomplish corrective or remedial measures. 

The policy also promotes consistency while preserving flexibility for specific circumstances. 

The OCC’s long-range strategy for a bank that is experiencing difficulties is an important 
factor in determining what enforcement action to take. Long-term strategy takes into 
consideration not only the measures needed to address the bank’s problems currently but also 
what measures will be needed in the future if the bank’s problems develop into serious 
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supervisory issues threatening the bank’s viability. Certain types of enforcement action aiso 
may provide better transitions to more severe supervisory responses later if the condition of the 
bank warrants, including requiring the bank to raise capital, or other resolution options such as 
requiring the sale, merger, dissolution, or liquidation of the bank, or appointing a receiver or 
conservator. This policy provides guidance on this aspect of selecting enforcement actions. It 
also provides guidance on the long-term strategy aspects of documentation for enforcement 
actions. The documentation of earlier enforcement actions, of failure to comply, and of the 
consequences for the bank of that failure is an important part of establishing the record for 
more severe subsequent action. 


TYPES OF ENFORCEMENT ACTIONS 

Enforcement actions fall into two broad categories: informal and formal. (See Appendix A for 
definitions of types of enforcement actions.) 

A. Informal Enforcemeni Actions 

When a bank’s overall eondition is sound, but it is necessary to obtain written commitments 
from a bank’s board of directors to ensure that identified problems and weaknesses will be 
corrected, the OCC may use informal enforcement actions. These enforcement actions provide 
a bank with more explicit guidance and direction than is normally contained in a Report. 
Agreement to an informal action can be evidence of the board's commitment to correct 
identified problems before they adversely affect the bank’s performance or cause further 
decline in the bank’s condition. 

informal enforcement actions include commitment letters, memoranda of understanding, and 
approved safety and soundness plans submitted pursuant to the part 30 and part 1 70 safety and 
soundness process. (See Appendix A for a more complete description of informal enforcement 
actions.) 

B. Formal Enforcemeni Actions 

The OCC may use a wide variety of formal enforcement actions to support its supervisory 
objectives. Unlike most informal actions, formal enforcement actions are authorized by statute 
(mandated in some cases), are generally more severe, and are disclosed to the public. Also, 
formal actions are enforceable through the assessment of civil money penalties and, with the 
exception of formal agreements, through the federal court system. 

For purposes of this PPM, formal actions against a bank include: orders and formal written 
agreements within the meaning of 12 USC ISI8(b); capital directives under 12 USC 3907; 
Prompt Corrective Action (PCA) directives under 12 USC 183lo; and safety and soundness 
orders under 12 USC 1831p-l. (See Appendix A for a mote complete description of formal 
enforcement actions, and Appendix B for a description of mandatory and discretionary actions 
under PCA. Also, refer to Banking Circular 268, Prompt Corrective Action, February 25, 
1993). 


1. Enforcement Actions under 12 USC 1818(b) 
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Formal enforcement actions under 12 USC I8t8(b) include cease and desist orders and 
formal agreements. These types of actions are available when a bank violates a law, 
rule, or regulation; engages in an unsafe or unsound banking practice; or violates a 
written condition imposed by the OCC in connection with the granting of an 
application. A cease and desist order can also be issued, by consent of the bank' or 
following an administrative hearing, for violating the terms of a formal agreement. In 
addition to requiring a bank to take corrective measures to remedy a violation of law or 
an identified problem or weakness, formal enforcement actions under 1 2 USC 1 8 1 8(b) 
include, under certain circumstances, the authority to require a bank to; (i) make 
restitution or provide reimbursement; (ii) restrict asset growth; (iii) dispose of a loan or 
other asset; (iv) rescind an agreement or contract; (v) employ qualified officers or 
employees; and (vi) lake other action the OCC determines to be appropriate. 

As discussed below, the presumption for formal action under 12 USC 1818 is 
particularly strong, regardless of a bank’s composite CAMELS rating or capital levels , 
when it is experiencing significant problems or weaknesses in its systems and controls; 
serious insider abuse; substantial violations of law or serious compliance problems; 
material noncompliance with prior commitments to take corrective action; or failure to 
maintain satisfactory books and records or provide examiner access to books and 
records when, as a result, the OCC is unable to determine the bank’s true financial 
condition. 

2. PCA Directives and Related Actions 

PCA actions are triggered by a bank’s capital category as defined in 12 USC 1831o, 12 
CFR 6, and 12 CFR 163 Depending on a bank’s PCA capital category, certain 
restrictions and actions arc automatically imposed by operation of law. Discretionary 
PCA actions include the issuance of directives that impose actions or restrictions 
permitted orothetwise required under 12 USC 183lo, 12 CFR 6, and 12 CFR 165. 

Except in rare instances, the OCC provides prior notice of intent to issue a PCA 
directive. Unlike some other enforcement actions, there is no provision for an 
administrative hearing prior to the issuance of PCA directives. {See Appendix B for a 
full description of PCA provisions.) 

For banks that are in the undercapitalized, sipti/icantly undercapilalized, or critically 
undercapitalized calegories, the supervisory office should consider using a PCA 
directive in preference to a section 1818 enforcement action. In particular, PCA 
directives are preferred when there are concerns that the bank's problems may develop 
into serious supervisory issues that threaten viability, and the supervisory office 
anticipates that it may be necessary to exercise an early resolution option in the future. 

A PCA directive can enhance the OCC’s use of resolution options later because failure 
to submit or implement a capital restoration plan required in a PCA directive is a 
ground for receivership. Thus, a PCA directive should be used in such situations, unless 
action under section 1818 clearly would better achieve the purposes of prompt 
corrective action. Similarly, PCA directives may be appropriate in cases where the 
need for prompt action is present. 


’ A cease and desist order issued with consent of the bank through its board of directors is termed a ^^consent 
order," Cease and desist orders and consent orders are legally indistinguishable in their effects. 


September 9, 2011 


Page 5 of26 


PSI-OCC-27-000160 


1274 


PPM 5310-3 (REV) 


When an undercapitalized, significantly undercapitalized, or critically undercapitalized 
bank is already subject to a formal enforcement action under section ISIS, the OCC 
may elect to: (i) modify the section 1818 document to reflect any additional 
requirements deemed necessary in view of the bank’s condition and capital category; 

(ii) replace the document with a PCA directive; or (iii) impose a PCA directive while 
also maintaining the formal enforcement action against the bank. Whatever option is 
chosen, mandatory PCA restrictions applicable to such banks will apply automatically. 

The OCC may also impose more severe limitations than a bank's PCA capital category 
would otherwise permit or require if it is determined that the bank is in an unsafe or 
unsound condition or engaging in an unsafe or unsound practice; or it is determined, 
with respect to undercapitalized or significantly undercapitalized banks that the use of 
more severe measures is necessary to carry out the purposes of PCA. 

The OCC will consider imposing these discretionary PCA actions whenever it is 
consistent with the PCA’s purpose, which is to “resolve the problems of problem 
institutions at the least possible long-term cost to the deposit insurance fund.” 

a. More Stringent Treatment based on other Supervisory Criteria 

Under 12 USC 1 83 lo(g), if the OCC determines, after written notice and an 
opportunity for an informal hearing (See 12 CFR 19.221 and 12 CPR I6S.8), 
that a bank is in an unsafe or unsound condition or is engaging in an unsafe or 
unsound practice, the OCC may; 

• reciassify a well-capitalized bank as an adequately capitalized bank; 

• require an adequately capitalized bank to comply with one or more 
requirements applicable to an undercapitalized bank, except the 
requirement to have a capital restoration plan; or 

• require an undercapitalized bank to take one or more actions applicable 
to significantly undercapitalized banks. 

b. Discretion to Impose Additional Restrictions 

The OCC may apply corrective measures to undercapitalized or significantly 
undercapitalized banks otherwise only available under the next lower PCA 
category if the OCC determines that such measures are necessary to carry out 
the purposes of prompt corrective action. See 12 USC 1831o(e)(5)and(0(5). 

In addition, for significantly undercapitalized banks and undercapitalized banks 
that fail to submit and implement an acceptable capital restoration plan, the 
OCC may also require any other action the OCC determines will better cany 
out the purposes of prompt corrective action. See 1 2 USC 1 83 lo(0(2)(J). The 
actions required under the authority of section l83lo(0(2)(J) should address the 
unsafe and unsound practices that arc of concern and be commensurate with the 
bank's overall condition. 
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3. Orders Requiring Compliance with Safety and Soundness Standards 

Under 1 2 USC 1 83 1 p- 1 , when a bank fails to eomply with any established safety and 
soundness standard (see l2CFR30and I2CFR I70) the OCC may issue a Nottee of 
Defieiency. The Notiee of Deficiency requires the bank to submit to the OCC a plan to 
correct the deficiency, and the OCC must approve the plan. If the bank does not file a 
timely, acceptable plan, or fails in any material respect to implement it, the OCC must 
issue an order requiring the bank to correct the deficiency cited in the notice. A 
determination that the bank is not in compliance with an approved plan should be based 
on a finding that the bank has failed in a material respect to implement the plan. This 
failure must be substantial enough to jeopardize or preclude achieving the objective of 
the plan. The OCC may also order the bank to take any additional action that the OCC 
determines will better carry out the purposes of 12 USC 1 83 1 o, provided such actions 
are consistent with deficiencies cited in the notice. The OCC must also take certain 
additional action against a bank that has not corrected a deficiency if the bank 
experienced extraordinary growth over the past 1 8 months, or commenced operations 
or underwent a change in control within the past 24 months. 

Unlike PCA, which is triggered by capital categories, the safety and soundness process 
is designed so that the OCC can require banks to address problems in their operations 
regardless of the bank’s capital levels. 


DETERMINING SEVERITY OF ENFORCEMENT ACTIONS 
A. General 

Enforcement actions should be specifically tailored to the institution, and designed to correct 
deficiencies and return the bank to a safe and sound condition as soon as possible. The 
severity of the enforcement action is based on several factors. 

Determining whether an informal action is the appropriate response, and deciding upon which 
informal action to use, will depend on: (i) the overall condition of the bank (both current and 
projected); (ii) the nature, extent, and severity of the bank’s problems and weaknesses; and 
(iii) whether the bank’s board and management demonstrate the commitment and ability to 
correct the identified problems and weaknesses within an appropriate time frame. 

Unlike other informal enforcement actions, the safety and soundness order process provides 
the OCC with the ability to issue a formal action (safety and soundness order) based solely on 
the bank’s failure to comply with the informal action (approved safety and soundness plan). 

However, like other informal enforcement actions, the safety and soundness order process 
should generally only be used when the problems or weaknesses are narrow in scope and 
correctable, and we are confident in the board and management’s commitment and ability to 
correct the problems or weaknesses. 

In situations where a bank fails to achieve compliance with an informal enforcement action 
within a reasonable period of time as defined in the action, absent strong justification, the 
supervisory office should promptly proceed with a formal enforcement action to address the 
outstanding deficiencies or concerns. 
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Formal enforcement actions may also be the appropriate initial action based on the rating of the 
bank and the severity ofits problems. When deciding whether a formal enforcement action 
should be used and which one is appropriate, it is important to consider: (i) the bank's 
composite CAMELS rating; (ii) the severity of the bank’s problems and weaknesses; (iii) the 
commitment and ability of management to correct the identified deficiencies; and (iv) the 
existence of previously identified, but unaddressed problems or weaknesses. 

In situations where a bank has failed to achieve compliance with a formal enforcement action, 
there is a strong presumption for the use of additional enforcement actions, such as the 
assessment of civil money penalties against the board of directors and bank management, 
enforcement of the action in federal court, or commencement of a new enforcement action, 
including, in certain cases, a requirement for the sale, merger, or voluntary liquidation of the 
bank. 


B, 1-Rated and 2-Rated Banks 

For banks with a composite rating of I or 2, examiners should obtain affirmative commitments 
from the bank’s senior management and board of directors to correct problems and 
weaknesses. This includes commitments to address problems identified in Reports of 
Examination or otherwise brought to the bank's attention. Such commitments generally need 
not take the form of an enforcement action if the examiner-in-charge (EIC) and assistant 
deputy comptroller (ADC) consider other measures (e.g., oral or written assurances, responses 
to Matters Requiring Attention (MRAs) and to Matters Requiring Board Attention (MRBAs), 
correspondence, or action already taken) adequate to address the OCC’s criticisms. When 
confidence in the board or management is low, especially in situations where the risk profile is 
increasing, corrective measures generally should increase in scope and severity. The decision 
to recommend stronger action is the responsibility of the EIC and ADC and the type of action 
should be based on the seriousness of the deficiencies and the commitment and ability of the 
bank’s management and board to correct them. 

C. 3-Rated Banks 

When considering corrective measures for a 3-rated bank, the EIC and ADC need to assess the 
overall condition and outlook for the bank; risk profile trends; record of compliance with 
previous criticisms or supervisory actions; and the degree of confidence in the ability and 
willingness of management and the board to correct all identified deficiencies in a timely 
manner and return the bank to a safe and sound condition. A bank with strong management and 
a generally positive assessment can be considered for an informal enforcement action, if 
circumstances suggest that the remedial measures are immediately forthcoming. There is a 
presumption for use of a format enforcement action for a bank with weak management or a less 
than satisfactory management rating, and where there is uncertainty as to whether management 
and the board have the ability or willingness to take appropriate corrective measures. In 
addition, if the 3 rating continues for two consecutive examinations following the bank 
entering into the informal enforcement action, a formal action normally should be taken unless 
the bank is in compliance with the informal enforcement action and no new grounds exist for 
taking a formal action. 
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D. 4-Raled and 5-Rated Banks 

While the capability, cooperation, integrity, and commitment of management, the board of 
directors, or ownership arc factors in deciding the content of an enforcement action, because a 
4- or 3-rated bank has serious problems and is more likely to fail, there is a strong presumption 
in favor of using a cease and desist order, or PCA directive if legally supportable. Use of an 
informal enforcement action for a 4-rated bank, or an action other than a PCA directive or 
cease and desist order for a S-rated bank, must be specifically approved by the appropriate 
senior deputy comptroller for Bank Supervision Operations. 

E, Significant or Substantial Problems or Weaknesses 

Separate and apart from a bank's overall rating, financial condition, or past cooperativeness of 
management or their ability, there is a presumption in favor of formal enforcement action 
when; 

• The bank is experiencing serious problems or weaknesses in its systems, controls, 
internal audit programs, operating policies, methods of operations, or management 
information systems (i.e., operating in an unsafe or unsound manner), even if these 
problems have not yet resulted in a change of rating or have not been reflected in 
the bank’s financial performance or condition; 

• There is serious insider abuse involving members of senior management or the 
board, whether or not the bank is immediately harmed; 

• There are serious compliance problems or substantial violations of law; 

• The bank has disregarded, refused or been unable to appropriately respond to prior 
supervisory efforts to correct previously identified serious problems or weaknesses; 

• The bank has failed, refused, or been unable to satisfactorily maintain its books and 
records, has attempted to place unreasonable limitations on how, when, or where 
the examination is conducted, or has imposed limits or restrictions on examiner 
access to bank personnel, books, and records, and as a result, OCC examiners are 
unable to determine the bank's true condition; or 

• There is noncompliance with specific commitments received in response to serious 
problems or weaknesses identified in a Report of Examination, with an informal 
enforcement action, or with a less severe formal enforcement action. 

EARLY RESOLUTION 

The OCC has the authority to place a bank into receivership when the bank is insolvent or has 
tangible equity capital of less than 2 percent. Once a bank’s tangible equity capital has 
dropped below 2 percent, the provisions of 12 USC l83lo(h) operate to subject the bank to all 
restrictions and limitations applicable to critically undercapitalized banks, including the 
provisions of I2 USC l831o(h)(3) requiring that the bank be placed into receivership or 
conservatorship. 
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The OCC also has the authority to initiate an early resolution by placing a bank into 
receivership, conservatorship, or requiring its sale, merger, or liquidation while the bank still 
has tangible equity capital of more than 2 percent in certain circumstances. Such action may 
help resolve a problem bank at the least long-term cost to the deposit insurance funds. Early 
resolution can reduce or limit losses that might otherwise result if the bank is allowed to 
remain open until its tangible equity capital has dropped below 2 percent or has been 
exhausted. Early resolution can be considered, for example, when a bank: (!) is losing capital; 

(ii) has no realistic prospects for recapitalization; (iii) is engaging in practices likely to increase 
losses in the future; (iv) is engaging in unsafe and unsound practices that have a substantial 
negative effect on the bank; or (v) suffers from other critical management failures identifted in 
the receivership statutes. 

When a bank first becomes undercapitalized or when a bank begins to show substantial safety 
and soundness weaknesses or other critical management failings, even if the bank is not yet 
undercapitalized, supervisory ofTices should develop an early resolution contingency plan 
involving a merger, sale, voluntary liquidation, conservatorship, or receivership. Planning for 
these potential future developments is a factor in selecting which enforcement actions to use in 
the near-term. Although enforcement action is primarily aimed at rehabilitation of the bank, 
using particular enforcement tools at the rehabilitation stage can enhance the OCC's position 
for early resolution later, if the need arises. For example, for an undercapitalized bank, the 
failure to submit and implement an acceptable capital restoration plan when required under a 
PCA directive is a ground for receivership, it may also be a basis to require the bank to be sold 
or merged into another institution. Similarly, when addressing substantial safety and 
soundness weaknesses or other critical management failings, a section ] g| g order might be 
preferred because a willful violation of a final section I g I g order is itself a ground for 
receivership. In addition, PCA, section I g1 g, and the safety and soundness order process all 
have provisions authorizing the OCC to require a bank to take any action the OCC determines 
will letter resolve the bank’s problems. In appropriate cases, this authority could be used to 
include a requirement that the bank have a contingency plan to sell itself or liquidate if it does 
not remedy its problems within a specified time period. Thus, supervisory offices must take 
into account the long-range strategy for the bank in deciding which enforcement action to use. 

If the problems at the bank persist, then supervisory offices should consider whether early 
resolution action would be appropriate. This would be the case, for example, when a bank has 
reached the point beyond which additional enforcement action is not likely to prevent 
continued deterioration and failure or reduce costs associated with such failure. Once a 
decision is made to adopt an early resolution approach, OCC resources should be focused on 
the best available option at the least cost to the deposit insurance funds. All OCC offices with 
early resolution responsibilities, including bank supervision, licensing, and legal offices should 
be apprised of the possible need for an early resolution. Examiners should consult with these 
units regarding options available and what record is needed to support them. 

The facts and reasons on which the receivership or other early resolution is based must be well 
supported and documented. In most instanees, prior enforcement aetions will have addressed 
these matters at an earlier stage (e.g., when the bank first became undercapitalized or when the 
bank was required to remedy unsafe and unsound practices in an enforcement action). The 
record prepared for those actions will later be a part of documenting the receivership grounds. 
Additional documentation of the continuation and worsening of problems, and of a substantial 
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negative impact on the bank's assets, earnings, and/or ability to conduct business, will be 
needed. 


PROCEDURES FOR ALL ENFORCEMENT ACTIONS 
A. Kesponsibllltles and Decision A iitliorlty 

The Senior Deputy Comptrollers for Midsize and Community Bank Supervision and for Large 
Bank Supervision (“Senior Deputy Comptrollers”) have the primary responsibility to use the 
OCC’s enforcement authority under 12 USC 1818, PCA authority under 12 USC 1831o, and 
safety and soundness authority under 12 USC I83lp-t as neeessary to aeeomplish the OCC's 
supervisory objeetives. In many eases the authority to initiate, negotiate, execute, modily, and 
terminate enforcement aetions eovered by this PPM has been delegated. Current delegations of 
authority are maintained by the Special Supervision Division (SPSU) and are posted on the 
SPSU page in the OCCnet (UUU httD://occnet.occ/2SDecialSuDervisionOfrieeView.aspk Any 
authority delegated by the appropriate Senior Deputy Comptroller may not be sub-delegated 
without that ofncial’s express written approval. 

Generally, the EIC is responsible for initially recommending the use of an enforeement aetion 
to address problems and concerns identified in assigned banks. While ADCs may approve the 
use of certain informal enforcement actions on I- and 2-rated banks. District, Midsize and 
Large Bank deputy comptrollers are responsible for deciding most enforcement action 
recommendations against banks under their supervision. 

To assist with these decisions, the Senior Deputy Comptrollers will, on an annual basis, 
appoint a Washington Supervision Review Committee (WSRC) chaired by the deputy 
comptroller for Special Supervision and approve its written charter and operating procedures. 

In addition, each district and Midsize deputy comptroller will, on an annual basis, appoint a 
District/Midsize Supervision Review Committee (DSRC) and establish its written charter and 
operating procedures, subject to the review and approval of the Senior Deputy Comptroller for 
Midsize and Community Bank Supervision. The Washington or district/midsize supervision 
review committee’s (SRC) role is to help ensure that OCC bank supervision and enforcement 
policies are applied effectively and consistently, and is to advise the Senior Deputy 
Comptrollers or the deputy comptrollers on bank supervision and enforcement cases by 
providing recommendations on supervisory strategies and enforcement actions. With a few 
exceptions as outlined in the delegations of authority matrix, SRC reviews and advises the 
decision maker on the initiation of all enforcement actions. WSRC reviews all nondelegated 
enforcement actions, all enforcement actions against bank service companies (12 USC 1861 ct 
seq.) and all proposed referrals to FinCen, FEC, DOJ, HUD, CFPB, and SEC. WSRC may also 
be asked to advise on cases that arc unique or highly visible. 
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B. Support for Decisions 

A person presenting a case to SRC will prepare a presentation package, which includes a 
memorandum summarizing the supervisory history, history of previous enforcement actions, 
the facts in the current case, an objective analysis of the facts, the recommended enforcement 
action, legal support for the recommended action, the supervisory strategy, and any other 
relevant issues. Minutes of the committee's deliberations, recommendations, and the final 
decision should be documented in the OCC’s electronic supervisory databases. 

C. Timeliness of Enforcement Actions 

The OCC will take enforcement actions as soon as practical once the need for such action has 
been identified, including during an examination when circumstances warrant. Enforcement 
actions should be taken within the following maximum time periods whenever possible. 

The appropriate SRC should recommend and the decision maker should decide whether to 
initiate an enforcement aetion, or to change or modify an existing enforcement action, 
including the form and content of the action, within IS calendar days following; 

• A final Report of Examination or other written supervisory analysis that determines 
whether the bank is experiencing one or more of the significant or substantial 
problems or weaknesses listed in the Determining Severity of Enforcement Actions 
section above; 

• A final deeision to assign or retain a composite CAMELS rating of 3, 4, or S; 

• A final Report of Examination or other written supervisory analysis that determines 
whether a bank is undercapitalized, significantly undercapitalized, or critically 
undercapitalized; 

• A final Report of Examination or other written supervisory analysis that determines 
whether an undercapitalized bank has failed to submit an acceptable capital 
restoration plan or has failed in some material respect to implement it; or 

• A final Report of Examination or other written supervisory analysis that determines 
whether a bank has violated a safety and soundness standard {See 12 CFR 30 and 
12CFR 170)). 

For nondelegated enforcement actions (see delegations matrix) involving delegated banks, the 
appropriate Washington legal division should present the case to WSRC no later than the third 
weekly WSRC meeting following the receipt of the recommendation from the DSRC. 

Within 1 5 calendar days following the final decision to take an enforcement aetion that 
requires the signature of the bank’s board of directors (commitment letter, memorandum of 
understanding, formal agreement, cease and desist order), a copy of the proposed action should 
be provided to the board, or its duly authorized representative, and a date established within the 
next three weeks for a meeting with the board of directors to present the document and obtain 
its execution. I f the enforcement aetion is not executed by the board and a Notice of Charges 

for Issuance of a Cease and Desist Order is not served, the decision maker or authorized 
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representatives shall have 30 days to negotiate the execution of the document or serve a Notice 
of Charges. Recommendations to use a less severe action require the same approval process as 
the initial action. 

For enforcement actions that involve the service of a notice of intent (PCA Directive) or notice 
of deflciency (Safety and Soundness Order), such notice should be served within 1 5 calendar 
days following the final decision to take such action. 

Any time frame exceptions should be documented in the OCC’s electronic supervisory 
databases. 

D, Content of Enforcement Action Documents 

Enforcement action documents should address ail substantive supervisory problems. Each 
action should clearly list any prohibited or restricted activities, prioritize remedial measures to 
be taken, and assign the time frames in which the board of directors or management must act. 
Enforcement action documents should also explicitly state what action is expected of those 
parties subject to the document. 

Enforcement actions should be drafted using as guidance any standard language provided from 
time to time by the Director for Enforcement and Compliance, as well as articles used in 
previous enforcement actions that are tailored to the specific concerns to be addressed. 

Articles may be modified and new articles created, as necessary, to sufficiently address 
specific concerns in each individual bank. Tbese articles should be drafted in consultation 
with, and input from, the District Counsel in the case of delegated banks and the Enforcement 
and Compliance Division in the case of nondelegated banks. 

E. OCC Responsibilities Following Completion of AH Enforcement Actions 

Early assessment and written feedback on a bank’s efforts to comply with a new enforcement 
action are critical to helping management and the board understand the requirements of the 
document, and achieve timely compliance. Therefore, the EIC and ADC are encouraged to 
perform an on-site assessment of the bank’s compliance with the enforcement action shortly 
after the document has been entered into. In all cases they must perform an on-site assessment 
within 60 days of the latest due date in the action. Most articles in an enforcement action 
require corrective action within a specified time period after the effective date of the document. 

For example, if the latest due date is 90 days, then the on-site assessment of compliance with 
the document would commence within 60 days after the expiration of the 90-day period. 

Articles requiring cessation of specific activities usually require immediate action and should 
be assessed on-site shortly after the enforcement action becomes effective. If all articles in a 
document require immediate action, on-site assessment of compliance would commence 
shortly after the enforcement action becomes effective and no later than 60 days from the 
completed date of the enforcement action. 

The success or failure of the bank in complying with the enforcement action, and the impact on 
the bank of the continuation of the problems should be thoroughly documented. 

Noncompliance with the enforcement action will be part of the support for a more severe 
enforcement action and, in appropriate cases, early resolution actions. The findings of this 
assessment and any recommendation to take further action, modify the document, or amend the 
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supervisory strategy must be presented to WSRC or DSRC, which will advise the decision 
maker (see delegations matrix). Minutes of the deliberations, recommendations, and the 
decision maker's (Ina! decision should be documented in the OCC’s electronic supervisory 
databases. 

At least every six months thereafter, while the enforcement action remains outstanding, the 
EIC and ADC will assess the bank’s compliance with the document and present the findings 
and any recommendation to take further action, modify the document, or amend the 
supervisory strategy, to WSRC or DSRC which will advise the decision maker (see delegations 
matrix). At least one assessment must be on-site as part of a full scope examination, the other 
assessment may involve on-site activities as deemed necessary by the EIC and ADC, consistent 
with the supervisory strategy for the bank. Minutes of the WSRC or DSRC deliberations, 
rccommeniJations, and the decision maker's final decision should be documented in the OCC’s 
electronic supervisory databases. 

F. Assessing Compliance with Enforcement Actions 

A rating oi compliance can be achieved on a particular article in an enforcement action only 
after the bank has adopted, implemented, and adhered to all of the corrective actions set forth 
in the article, the corrective actions are effective in addressing the bank's problems, and OCC 
examiners have verified through the examination process that this has been accomplished. A 
bank should not be considered in compliance with an article in an enforcement document 
simply because it has made progress or a good faith effort toward complying with the article. 

Articles for which the bank has not achieved compliance fall into two categories; 

< Those articles where the bank has adopted and begun the implementation of all of 
the corrective actions requited by the article but sulTicient time has not passed to 
verify that the aetions have been fully implemented, are being adhered to, and arc 
effective in addressing the bank's problems. In these situations management and 
the board must continue to monitor and test the bank’s progress to ensure that 
corrective actions are fully implemented, adhered to, and arc effective. 

• Those articles where additional action on the part of the bank, its board, and 
management is required. This includes, but is not limited to; where the bank has 
failed to adopt policies, procedures, and systems within required time frames; 
where adopted policies, procedures, and systems fail to address all required items in 
the article; where the bank has failed to comply with immediately effective 
requirements; where the bank has failed to cease activities prohibited by the article; 
where the bank has failed to fully implement or adhere to corrective actions. In 
these situations there is a strong presumption to take more severe action (i.e., 
formal action if the current action is informal; civil money penalties against the 
board or management if the current action is formal; or if the action is a formal 
agreement, the use of a stronger formal action). The decision maker (sec 
delegations matrix) may grant in writing reasonable extensions of time to comply 
with articles that require the development and implementation of policies, 
procedures, systems, and controls. Support for such extensions should be fully 
documented in writing. 
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For those articles with which the bank has not achieved compliance (both categories), the 
Report of Examination or other written communication to the bank must identily why the 
article is not in compliance, and what must be done to achieve compliance. 

G. Termination of Enforcement Actions 

The decision to terminate an enforcement action is the responsibility of the decision maker (sec 
delegations matrix) and generally follows the same review process through SRC as is 
applicable to new enforcement actions. Usually the EIC or ADC recommends, through SRC, 
termination based on the assessment of compliance contained in a Report of Examination. An 
enforcement action should not be terminated until the bank has complied with ail of the articles 
in the document. However, there may be some limited exceptions where termination of an 
enforcement action before the bank achieves compliance with all articles in the document may 
be appropriate. This may occur in cases where a bank has complied with all of the material 
requirements, and the articles in noncompliance have become outdated or irrelevant to the 
bank’s current situation, or in cases where the current document is being replaced by a 
different enforcement action {e.g., a Consent Order is replacing a Formal Agreement). 

Minutes of the committee's deliberations, recommendations, and the final decision should be 
documented in the OCC’s electronic supervisory databases. 

H. Enforcement Action Tracking System and Decision Documentation 

The appropriate supervisory office is responsible for ensuring that the enforcement actions 
application in the OCC’s electronic supervisory databases is current and accurately documents 
the enforcement action process from the dale an enforcement action is recommended, 
presented to SRC, initiated, completed, and finally terminated. 


PUBLIC DISCLOSURE OF ENFORCEMENT ACTIONS 
A. Disclosures Required by Law 

The OCC is required by 12 USC i8l8(u) to publicly disclose certain types of agency actions. 

The OCC must publicly disclose all final orders entered into pursuant to 1 2 USC 1 8 1 8(b), civil 
money penalties (including those for late or inaccurate call reports), removal orders, capital 
directives, and any modification and/or termination of such actions. The OCC must also 
publicly disclose all formal agreements under 12 USC 1818(b) and any conditions imposed in 
writing in connection with any application, notice, or other request, which are enforceable 
under sectionl8l8(b). The OCC must also disclose any final PCA directives under 12 USC 
1831o or safety and soundness orders issued pursuant to 12 USC 183lp-l(e), Under certain 
very limited circumstances, the OCC may delay mandatory public disclosure for a reasonable 
period of time. 

There is no legal requirement for the OCC to publicly disclose temporary orders to cease and 
desist or any informal enforcement actions. 

Once a month, the OCC’s Communications Division publishes a list of formal enforcement 
actions that includes the name of the person or bank involved, the type of action, and the date 
of the action. The enforcement actions are posted and available through the OCC’s public 
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Internet Web site and may also be obtained in hard copy through the Communications Division 
upon request. 

B. Discretionary OCC Disclosure 

The OCC will consider public disclosures beyond those required by law on a case-by-case 
basis, where the OCC believes disclosure would be in the public interest. 

The OCC will publicly disclose enforcement actions taken to remedy violations of the federal 
securities laws and/or related OCC regulations in accordance with provisions of PPM S310-S, 
which sets out the Securities Activities Enforcement Policy. 

C. Requirements for Disclosure by Banks 

Disclosures described in paragraphs A and B above refer only to the OCC’s required or 
discretionary disclosures. Nothing in cither paragraph is intended to relieve any bank, or, 
where applicable, its holding company, of independent obligations to make required 
disclosures under the various securities laws and related regulations, or any other relevant 
statutes or obligations. 


OVERSIGHT 

On a monthly basis, the Special Supervision Division, under the supervision of the deputy 
comptroller for Special Supervision, prepares a Problem Bank Report (PBR) with input from 
the various district and field offices. The PBR ineludes ail banks supervised by the Special 
Supervision Division and all other banks with a composite CAMELS rating of 3, 4, and 5. 
Quarterly, the final “Watch List” will be attached as part of the PBR (see PPM 5000-34). For 
each bank, current performance, rating and enforcement action information is identified. 
Narrative sections discuss problems, supervisory strategy, current status, and any necessary 
additional background information. The PBR also provides probiem-bank trend information, 
lists all outstanding enforcement actions, and includes information on enforcement action 
trends and distribution by ratings and supervisory oBice. 

The PBR is distributed to the Comptroller, all Executive Committee members. Midsize and 
Community Bank deputy comptrollers, and Large Bank deputy comptrollers, and other senior 
officials within the OCC. The Senior Deputy Comptrollers utilize the PBR as well as the 
quarterly National MIS Report prepared by the Supervisory Information Division to oversee 
and monitor compliance with the OCC’s enforcement policy and this PPM. 


Michael L. Brosnan 

Senior Deputy Comptroller, Large Bank Supervision 


Jennifer C. Kelly 

Senior Deputy Comptroller, Midsize and Community Bank Supervision 
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Infarmal and Formal Enforcement Actions Against Banks 
INFORMAL ACTIONS 

Commitment Letter 

A Commitment Letter is a document signed by the bank's board of directors on behalf of the 
bank and is acknowledged by an authorized OCC official, reflecting specific written 
commitments to take corrective actions in response to problems or concerns identified by the 
OCC in its supervision of the bank. The document may be drafted by either the OCC or the bank. 
A Commitment Letter is not a binding legal document. However, failure to honor the 
commitments provides strong evidence of the need for formal action. 

Memorandum of Understanding 

A Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) is also a bilateral document signed by the bank’s 
board of direetors on behalf of the bank and an authorized OCC representative. An MOU is 
drafted by the OCC and in form and content looks very much like a formal OCC enforcement 
action, it legally has the same force and effect as a Commitment Letter. 

Safety and Soundness Plan 

Under 12 USC 183 Ip- 1, 12 CFR 30, and 12 CFR part 170, the OCC issues to the bank a 
dcteimination and notification of failure to meet safety and soundness standards and requires the 
submission of a safety and soundness compliance plan (collectively called a Notice of 
Deficiency). At a minimum, the plan (“Safety and Soundness Plan”) must include a description 
of the steps the bank will take to correct the deficiencies and the time within which these steps 
are to be taken. If the Safety and Soundness Plan is approved, it functions as an informal 
enforcement action. However, if the bank fails to submit an acceptable Safety and Soundness 
Plan or fails in any material respect to implement an approved Plan, the OCC must, by order (see 
Safety and Soundness Order under Formal Actions), require the bank to correct the deficiencies. 
The OCC may, by order, require the bank to take any other action that the OCC determines will 
better carry out the purposes of 1 2 USC I S3 1 p- 1 . 


FORMAL ACTIONS 


Orders under 12 USC 1818: 
a. Consent Orders 

Consent Order is the title given by the OCC to an Order to Cease and Desist, which is entered 
into and becomes final through the board of directors’ execution on behalf of the bank of a 
Stipulation and Consent document.^ Consent Orders are also signed by an authorized OCC 
official. Like all Orders to Cease and Desist, the Consent Order is an order issued pursuant to li 
USC 1 81 8(b). Its provisions are set out in article-by-article form and prescribe those 


' Prior 10 July 21, 201 i, orders issued by the OTS pursuuiil lo 12 USC 1818(b) were generally tilled Orders lo Cease and 
Desist, regardless of whelher the bank consented by slipulation. 
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restrictions, corrective and remedial measures necessary to correct dcnciencies or violations in 
the bank and return it to a safe and sound condition. Violations of a Consent Order can provide 
the legal basis for assessing civil money penalties (CMPs) against directors, officers and other 
institution-affiliated parties. A Consent Order may also be enforced through application to a 
U.S. district court. Moreover, a willful violation of a final Consent Order is itself grounds for 
receivership under 12 USC 1821(c)(5)(D). In addition, violation of substantial safety and 
soundness articles in a Consent Order can help establish the unsafe or unsound practices or 
condition that is an element of several other receivership grounds under 1 2 USC 1 82 1 (c)(5)(B), 
(C) and (H). 

b. Cease and Desist Orders 

Aside from its title, a Cease and Desist Order is identical in form and legal effect to a Consent 
Order. However, a Cease and Desist Order is imposed on an involuntary basis after issuance of 
a Notice of Charges, hearing before an administrative law judge, and final decision and order 
issued by the Comptroller. Any such Cease and Desist Order is reviewable by a U.S. court of 
appeals. Cease and Desist Orders can be used to order affirmative corrective action including 
the power to order restrictions on the growth of the bank, disposal of assets, or the imposition 
of , requirements or prohibition of payments on contracts that the bank has with third parties. 
Moreover, a willful violation of a final Cease and Desist Order is itself grounds for receivership 
under 12 USC 1 821 (c)(5)(D), In addition, violation of substantial safety and soundness articles 
in a Cease and Desist Order can help establish the unsafe or unsound practices or condition that 
is an element of several other receivership grounds under 12 USC 1821 (c)(S)(B), (C) and (H). 

c. Temporary Cease and Desist Orders 

A Temporary Cease and Desist Order is an interim order issued by the OCC pursuant to its 
authority under 12 USC 1818(c) and is used to impose measures that are needed immediately 
pending resolution of a final (iease and Desist Order. Such orders are typically used only when 
immediately necessary to protect the bank against ongoing or expected harm. A Temporary 
Cease and Desist Order may be challenged in U.S. district court within 1 0 days of issuance, but 
is effective upon issuance and remains effective unless overturned by the court or until a final 
order is in place. 

Formal Written Agreements: 

A formal written agreement (“Formal Agreement”) is a bilateral document signed by the board 
of directors on behalf of the bank and an authorized OCC official.’ Like a Consent Order, its 
provisions are set out in article-by-articie form and prescribe those restrictions, corrective and 
remedial measures necessary to eorrect deficiencies or violations in the bank and return it to a 
safe and sound condition. It is a legally recognized document issued pursuant to the OCC’s 
enforcement authority under 1 2 USC 181 8(b). Violations of a Formal Agreement can provide 
the legal basis for assessing civil money penalties (CMPs) against directors, officers and other 
institution-affiliated parties. However, unlike a Consent Order, Formal Agreements are not 
enforceable through the federal court system. Another important difference between a Formal 


’ Prior to July 21, 2011, ihe OTS generally used the title “Supervisory Agreement" for Its formal written agreements with 
banks. 
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Agreement and a Consent Order is that wilirul violation of a Consent Order may be used as 
grounds for appointment of a receiver while a Formal Agreement may not. The decision to 
utilize a Formal Agreement instead of a Consent Order is largely driven by negotiation strategy 
and the discretion of the delegated decision-making official. Often the semantic title difference 
is significant to many boards of directors, who will agree to enter into a Formal Agreement 
where they would otherwise fight a Consent Order. However, in some cases, the OCC’s long- 
term strategy for the bank may require use of a section ISIS order rather than a Formal 
Agreement. 

PCA Directives; 

Under 12 USC l83lo, 12 CFR 6, and 12 CFR 165 (Prompt Corrective Action or PCA) insured 
banks are subject to various mandatory and discretionary restrictions and actions depending 
upon the bank’s PCA capital category. Mandatory restrictions and actions are effective upon 
the bank being noticed that it is in a particular PCA capital category. Discretionary restrictions 
and actions are imposed on the bank through the issuance of a PCA Directive. If circumstances 
warrant, the OCC may issue a PCA Directive that is immediately effective. Otherwise, the 
normal process for issuing such a PCA Directive begins with the issuance of a Notice of Intent 
to Issue a Directive. The Notice identifies the bank's PCA capital category and various capital 
measures, describes the proposed actions, which would be included in the directive and the 
time frame for complying with the proposed actions. The bank is given an opportunity to 
respond to the Notice of Intent, explaining why the proposed directive is not necessary or 
offering suggested modifications to the proposed directive. After considering the response, the 
OCC may issue a PCA Directive, or determine that no action is necessary. A PCA Directive 
essentially has the same force and effect as a Cease and Desist Order. If a bank is 
undercapitalized (or lower), a PCA Directive is preferred when the supervisory office 
anticipates the bank may become an early resolution candidate in the future. A PCA directive 
can enhance the OCC's use of resolution options later because, e.g., failure to submit or 
implement a capital restoration plan requir^ in a PCA directive is a grounds for receivership, 

Safety and Soundness Orders; 

Under 12 USC lS31p-l, 12 CFR 30, and 12 CFR 170, the OCC issues to the bank a 
determination and notification of failure to meet safety and soundness standards and requires the 
submission of a safety and soundness compliance plan (collectively called a Notice of 
Deficiency). If the bank fails to submit an acceptable plan or fails in any material respect to 
implement an approved plan, the OCC must, by order, require the bank to correct the 
deficiencies, and the OCC may, by order, require the bank to take any other action that the OCC 
determines will better carry out the purposes of 1 2 USC I S3 1 p- 1 , The OCC must also take 
certain additional action against a bank that has not corrected a deficiency if the bank has 
experienced either extraordinary growth over the past 1 S months, or within the past 24 months 
commenced operations or underwent a change in control. If circumstances warrant, the OCC 
may issue an order that is immediately effeclive. Otherwise, the normal process for issuing such 
an order begins with the issuance of a Notice of Intent to issue an order. The notice identifies the 
safety and soundness deficiencies, describes the proposed actions which would be included in the 
order and the time frame for complying with the proposed actions. The bank is given an 
opportunity to respond to the Notice of Intent, explaining why the proposed order is not 
necessary or offering suggested modifications to the proposed order. After c onsidering the 

September 9, 20 1 1 page 20 of 26 


PSI-OCC-27-000176 



1289 


PPM 531 0-3 (REV) 

Appendix A 


response, the OCC may issue a Safety end Soundness Order, or determine that no action is 
necessary. A Safety and Soundness Order has essentially the same force and effect as a Cease 
and Desist Order. However, unlike Cease and Desist Orders, a willful violation of a Safety and 
Soundness Order is not itself grounds for receivership. But violation of substantial safety and 
soundness articles in a Safety and Soundness Order can help establish the unsafe or unsound 
practices or condition that is an element of several receivership grounds under 1 2 USC 
1821(c)(5)(B), (C) and(H). 

Capital Directives: 

A Capital Directive is an order issued under the OCC's capital regulations, 12 CFR 3, and 12 
CFR 167. Under these procedures. Capital Directives may be issued without a hearing before 
an administrative law judge. However, such directives are exclusively designed for 
establishing and enforcing capital levels for a given bank and for taking certain actions relating 
to capital. Since most banks with deficient capital have other problems that are normally dealt 
with through other formal enforcement actions. Capital Directives are rarely used. However, 
where capital adequacy is the overriding consideration and other problems do not rise to the 
level where a formal enforcement action is needed, imposing a Capital Directive can be a 
useful alternative. A Capital Directive, once issued, has essentially the same effect and legal 
status as a final Cease and Desist Order. However, unlike Cease and Desist Orders or failure to 
submit and implement an acceptable capital restoration plan under PCA, a willful violation of, 
or other failure to meet, a Capital Directive is not itself grounds for receivership. 
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Mandatory And Discretionary Provisions Under PCA 


ALL INSURED INSTITUTIONS 


No Capital Distribution 

All banks arc prohibited from making any “capital distribution” (cash or dividends), if after making 
the distribution the bank would be undercapitalized. However, the OCC may permit a bank to 
repurchase shares if the repurchase is made in connection with an offering of equal value, and if it 
will reduce the bank’s obligations or otherwise improve its financial condition. 

Management Fees Restricted 

All banks are prohibited from paying management fees to any person having control of the bank for 
provision of management services or advice to the bank or related overhead expenses, including 
payments related to supervisory, executive, managerial, or policy making functions, other than 
compensation to an officer or employee of the bank, if after making the payment the bank would be 
undercapitalized. This restriction does not apply to payments for data processing, trust activities, 
mortgage servicing, audit, or property management. 


ADEQUATELY CAPITALIZED BANKS 
Brokered Deposits Restriction 

Under 12 CFR 337.6 (Brokered Deposits), adequately capitalized banks arc prohibited from 
accepting or renewing brokered deposits unless the bank obtains a waiver from the Federal Deposit 
Insurance Corporation (FDIC). The prohibition also includes the payment of excessive interest rates 
on deposits. 


UNDERCAPITALIZED BANKS 
Close Monitoring/Capital Restoration Plan (CRP) Reqnired 

Any bank determined to be undercapitalized will be subject to close monitoring and will be required 
to submit a capital restoration plan within 43 days specifying; 

• How it will restore capital to adequate levels within certain statutorily prescribed time limits. 

• 1'he levels of capital to be attained during each year of the plan. 

• How the bank will comply with the statutory restrictions against asset growth and acquisitions. 

• The types and levels of activities in which the institution will engage. 

• Any other information the OCC may require. 
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Holding Company Guarantee 

In addition, the OCC may not approve a capital restoration plan submitted by a bank unless each 
company that controls the bank provides a guarantee that the bank will comply with the plan. (This 
guarantee is limited by statute to the lesser of S percent of the bank’s total assets at the time it 
became undercapitalized or the amount which is necessary to bring the bank into capital 
compliance.) The guarantee must be in writing and provide adequate assurance of performance. 

Asset Growth Restrictions 

Undercapitalized institutions are also subject to asset growth restrictions unless the OCC has 
accepted the bank's capital plan and has determined that the growth will not impair the bank’s ability 
to become adequately capitalized. 

No Acquisitions, No New Branches, No New Lines of Business 

Moreover, undercapitalized institutions may not make any acquisition of any bank or company, 
establish or acquire a branch or engage in any new line of business unless the bank is implementing 
an approved capital plan and the OCC determines the proposed action will further the achievement of 
the plan, or the FDIC board determines that the proposed action will further the purposes of PCA. 

Discretionary Application of Certain Restrictions Otherwise Only Available for Significantly 
Undercapitalized Banks 

Pursuant to the provisions of 1 2 USC 183 lo(eX5), the OCC may also apply any of the restrictions 
available under 12 USC l83lo(f)(2) applicable to significantly undercapitalized banks, if necessary 
to carry out the purposes of PCA. 

Brokered Deposits Prohibited 

Under 12 CFR 337.6 (Brokered Deposits) undercapitalized or worse banks are prohibited from 
accepting or renewing brokered deposits. The prohibition also includes the payment of excessive 
interest rates on deposits. 


SIGNIFICANTLY UNDERCAPITALIZED BANKS 
(And Undercapitalized Banks that have failed to submit or implement an Aeceptable CRP) 

Requiring recapitalization by one or more of the following: 

> Requiring the bank to sell shares sulTicienl to make the institution adequately eapitalized. 

• Requiring that the shares be voting shares. 

• Requiring the bank to be acquired by a holding company or to combine with another insured 
bank if one or more grounds exist for appointment of a conservator or reeeiver of the 
undercapitalized or significantly undercapitalized bank. 
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Restricting affiliate transactions between banks that are 80 percent or more controlled by the same 
company, notwithstanding 12 USC 37lc(d)(l). 

Restricting interest rates a bank pays on deposits to the prevailing rate paid in the region where the 
bank is located. 

NOTE; The statute sets up a presumption that the OCC will lake the above actions iintess the OCC 
determines that Ihe actions would not further the purposes of prompt corrective action. 

Restricting asset growth or requiring the bank to reduce its total assets. 

Restricting risky activities by the bank or its subsidiaries; requiring the bank to alter, reduce or 
terminate any activity that the OCC determines to pose excessive risk to the bank. 

Improving management and the board by ordering a new election for the bank’s board of directors; 
requiring the bank to dismiss directors or senior executive ofTicers (dismissal is not a section 1818 
removal action); or requiring the bank to hire qualified senior executive ofTicers (who may be 
subject to approval by the OCC). 

Prohibiting the acceptance of deposits from correspondent banks. 

Restricting capital distributions by prohibiting any bank holding company from making any capital 
distribution without the prior approval of the FRB. 

Requiring divestiture through one or more of the following actions: 

• Requiring the bank to divest its interest in or to liquidate a subsidiary if It is determined that the 
subsidiary is in danger ofbecoming insolvent and poses a significant risk to the institution, or is 
likely to cause a significant dissipation of the bank’s assets or earnings. 

< Requiring the company that controls the bank to divest itself of or to liquidate any nonbank 
alTiliatc of the bank if it is determined that the affiliate is in danger ofbecoming insolvent and 
poses a risk to the bank or is likely to cause a significant dissipation of the institution's assets or 
earnings. 

• Requiring the company that controls the bank to divest itself of the bank if it is determined that 
divestiture would improve the bank’s financial condition and future prospects. 

Restrictions on Senior Executive Officer Compensation 

Significantly undercapitalized banks and undercapitalized banks that fail to submit or implement an 
acceptable capital restoration plan are required to obtain prior written approval by the OCC before 
paying any bonus or increasing the compensation of a senior executive officer. The OCC may not 
grant approval to any bank that has failed to submit an acceptable CRP. 
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Additional Restrictions 

Under 1 2 USC 183! o(f)(2)(J) and (0(5)> the OCC has the discretion to impose any other action 
including the additional restrictions otherwise available only for critically undercapitalized banks 
under section 1 83 1 o(i), if the OCC determines that this would better carry out the purpose of PCA. 


CRITICALLY UNDERCAPITALIZED BANKS 
Receivership or Conservatorship In 90 Days 

The OCC is required to place a critically undercapitalized bank in receivership or, with the 
concurrence of the FDIC, conservatorship within 90 days after the bank becomes critically 
undercapitalized. 

Exceptions; The OCC may take some other action in lieu of conservatorship or receivership, but 
only if it determines, in writing, with the concurrence of the FDIC, the action would “better 
achieve” the purposes of this section. The decision to take some action other than appointment of 
a conservator or receiver ceases to be effective after 90 days and a new determination is required. 

Limits on Other Actions 

if other actions (including conservatorship) fail to restore capital within 270 days after the bank 
became critically undercapitalized, the OCC is required to appoint a receiver, unless it determines, 
with the concurrence of FDIC, that: 

• The bank has positive net worth; 

• The bank has been in substantial compliance with its capital plan; 

• The bank is profitable or has an upward trend in earnings; 

• The bank is reducing the ratio of nonperforming loans to total assets; and 

• The Comptroller of the Currency and the Chairperson of the FDIC certify in writing that the bank 
is viable and is not expected to fail. 


Critically Undercapitalized Banks must obtain FDK’s Prior Written Approval before: 

• Entering into any material transaction; 

• Extending credit for highly leveraged transactions; 

• Amending bank charter or bylaws; 

• Materially changing accounting methods; 

• Engaging in covered transactions; 

• Paying excessive compensation or bonuses; 

• Paying high interest rates on deposits; or 

• Making payments on subordinated debt (generally prohibited 
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Specific Actions Required by Statute or Other Legal Source 


Monetary Transaction Record Keeping and Reporting 

Whenever a bank fails to establish and maintain a Bank Secrecy Act (DSA) compliance program, as 
required by 12 CFR 2I.21, or I2 CFR l63.l77or fails to eorrect any problem with its BSA 
compliance program that was previously cited in a report of examination (ROE) or other supervisory 
correspondence, the OCC must issue an order to cease and desist requiring the bank to correet the 
violation or program deficiencies (I2 USC l8I8(s)(3)). Also, the OCC will report such actions to 
the Financial Crimes Enforcement Network (FinCEN). 

(For further information, refer to bulletin OCC 2004-50, “Enforcement Guidance for BSA/Anti- 
Moncy Laundering (AML) Program Deficiencies,” dated November lO, 2004.) 

Equal Credit Opportunity Act (ECOA) 

If the OCC has reason to believe that a ereditor has engaged in a pattern or practice of diseouraging 
or denying applications for credit in violation of ECOA, the OCC must refer the matter to the 
Attorney General (Department of Justice (DOJ)) (IS USC I69le(g)). 

If the OCC has reason to believe (does not require a pattern or practice determination) that an ECOA 
violation has occurred that also would be a violation of the Fair Housing Act (FH Act) (42 USC 360t 
et seq.) and does not refer the matter to the Attorney General, the OCC must: 

• Notify the Secretary of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) of the violation, and 

• Notify the applicant that the Secretary has been notified of the alleged violation and that remedies 
for the violation may be available under the FH Act (IS USC I69le(k)). 

Fair Housing Act (FH Act) 

If the OCC has information “suggesting a violation” of the FH Act, the OCC must: 

• Notify HUD, and 

• Forward the information to DOJ if it indicates a possible pattern or practice of discrimination 
(Executive Order No. 1 2892). 

Flood Insurance Requirements 

If the OCC finds that a lender has engaged in a pattern or practice of violations of certain 
requirements under the Flood Disaster Protection Act (FDPA), the OCC must assess civil money 
penalties against the lender in an amount not to exceed $38S per violation and $135,000 per calendar 
year (42 USC 4012a(0). 
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POLICIES & PROCEDURES MANUAL 


Comptroller of the Currency 

Administrator of National Banks 


Section: Bank Supervision 

Subject; Securities Activities Enforcement Policy 


TO: Deputy Comptrollers, Department and Division Heads, District Counsel, and all 
Examining Personnel. 


PURPOSE 

This issuance discusses the OCC's use of administrative enforcement authority In securities 
enforcement actions. It replaces PPM 53 1 0-5 (REV), dated February 8, 2001. This PPM is 
a{^itcable to all types of national banks, federal branches and agencies of foreign banks, and 
federal savings associations (collectively, ‘‘banks”). This policy is designed to provide firm, 
prompt, and fair action on matters involving use of OCC enforcement authority. The policy 
serves the additional function of ensuring protection of the investing public, compliance with 
applicable laws, and the safety and soundness of the national banking system. The OCC’s 
securities activities enforcement policy is separate from the agency’s general enforcement policy 
contained in PPM 5310-3. 

This policy and these procedures are internal guidelines for the use of the OCC and do not create 
any substantive or procedural rights enforceable at law or in any administrative proceeding, or 
affect the authority of other governmental agencies. 


REFERENCES 

• National Bank Act, 12 USC 1, er. seq. 

• Enforcement Action Policy, PPM 53 1 0-3 (REV), dated September 9, 20 1 1 

• Securities Activities Enforcement Policy, PPM 5310-5 (REV), dated February 8, 200! 

• Securities Exchange Act of 1934 (Exchange Act), 15 USC 788, et. seq, 

• Gramm-Leach-BIiley Act (Pub. L. No. 106-102, 1 13 Slat. 1338(1999)) 

• Dodd-Frank Wall Street Reform and Consumer Protection Act (Public Law 1 11-203, 124 
Stat. 1376 (2010) 

• 12 CFR Chapter I 

• Prompt Corrective Action, 12 USC 1 83 lo 
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POLICY AND SCOPE 
Authority 

The OCC uses a number of tools to carry out its obligations to enforce the federal securities laws 
as they apply to banks and individuals \^o are subject to the jurisdiction of the OCC.’ The OCC 
has the power to institute enforcement proceedings under the federal securities and banking laws 
for violations of law, including violations of federal securities laws. The OCC may bring actions 
for violations of the Securities Exchange Act of 1934 (Exchange Act) registration, reporting, and 
disclosure provisions, and provisions governing (i) bank municipal securities dealers, (ii) bank 
government securities brokers and dealers, and (iii) bank transfer agents, and (iv) other 
applicable provisions of the Exchange Act Actions also may be based on violations of the 
OCC’s securities offering disclosure rules, 12 CFR part 16 and part 197, and other laws and 
regulations governing the securities activities of banks. 

Policy 

The OCC’s securities enforcement policy is designed to serve the following purposes: I) to 
respond appropriately to violations of law, 2) to be a deterrent, 3) to be remedial/corrective, and 
4) to be disciplinary. These purposes are often related and are not meant to be mutually 
exclusive. The OCC uses a range of enforcement remedies, including civil money penalties, 
cease and desist orders, injunctions, censures, suspensions, bars, removals, limitations, and a 
variety of other remedies depending on the nature of the violation. Depending upon the particular 
circumstances, one or mote of the purposes listed above may be more significant than others. 

The OCC will respond promptly and firmly to actual or potential violations of law by an 
individual bank or group of banks, or by persons associated with the institution (associated 
person) or an institution-affiliated party or parties. (An “associated person” is not necessarily the 
same as an “institution-afTiliated party,” although some overlap may exist. An “institution- 
affiliated party” generally encompasses a wider range of individuals.) 

The OCC enforces the federal securities laws as they relate to the securities activities of banks in 
a manner generally consistent with the discipline and treatment accorded similarly situated 
nonbank entities and their associated persons. The OCC consults, as appropriate, with other 
securities regulators (such as the Securities and Exchange Commission (SEC) and state securities 
regulatory authorities), as well as self-regulatoiy organizations (such as the Financial Industry 
Regulatory Authority) in instances in which administrative enforcement action is being 
considered. Consultation concerning the appropriateness of bringing an action and the severity of 
proposed sanctions is intended to ensure that remedies sought by the OCC generally are 
consistent with those required by other securities regulators in like circumstances, unless 
alternate remedies are more appropriate. The OCC may pursue enforcement actions available 


' The OCC conducts its securities enrorcement setivities with respect to functionally regulated entities consistent 
with the provisions of the Gremm-Leach-Bliley Act (Pub. L. No. 106-102, 113 Stat. 1338 (1999)) and the Dodd- 
Frank Wall Street Reform and Consumer Protection Act(Pubiic Law 1 11-203, 124 Stat. 1376 (2010)). 
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under federal banking laws for securities law violations, when such actions better achieve the 
purposes of the OCC’s securities enforcement policy. 

Formal Enforcement Actions 

The OCC pursues formal securities enforcement actions in cases involving; 

• violations of the antifraud provisions of the federal securities laws, and rules promulgated 
thereunder;^ 

• misuse of customer funds or securities; 

• customer abuse; 

• other deceptive or unfair practices; 

• serious and/or repetitive violations of law; 

• significant internal controls breakdowns; or 

• the existence of a likelihood of future violations, if formal enforcement action is not taken. 

Formal enforcement actions may be initiated based on the above factors, even where corrective 
action already has been taken, is being taken, or can be reasonably expected to be taken. Formal 
enforcement actions also may be initialed to address other situations involving violations of the 
federal securities laws. In all cases, the purposes underlying the OCC’s securities enforcement 
policy will guide the response undertaken by the OCC. 

The OCC has the discretion to seek remedies for securities law violations under either the federal 
securities laws or federal banking laws depending on the circumstances of a particular case.^ The 
OCC recognizes the desirability of equality of securities law enforcement among securities 
regulators, but also remains mindful that, in certain circumstances, banking law may provide the 
most efFicient and effective avenue to address securities taw violations. 

Mitigating Factors 

The presence of mitigating factors is not a defense against any enforcement action, but may be 
considered in determining appropriate sanctions. However, the OCC intends to pursue a vigorous 
securities enforcement policy to safeguard the investing public. Among the mitigating factors the 
OCC may consider in determining the appropriate sanction arc; 

• the willingness and commitment of bank management, the board of directors, and/or 
ownership to correct the problems, including the extent to which meaningful corrective 
action has been or will be taken; 

• the absence of fraud, scienter,^ or deliberate deception of the public; 


’ For example, the OCC has authority to initiate an action to remove an inslitution-amiiated party pursuant to 1 2 
use lSI8(e) for triolations of the antifmud provisions of the federal securities laws. 

^ Most enforcement actions under the federal banking laws will be taken pursuant to 12 USC 1818. 

* The Supreme Court defines “scienter” as “a mental state embracing intent to deceive, manipulalc or defraud.” 
Courts of appeals have concluded that scienter includes some degree of recklessness. 
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the limited extent or gravity of violations; 

the lack of public exposure to risk or harm, and; 

a bank’s or individual’s favorable record of compliance. 


PROCEDURES 

Authority for Initiating Enforcement Actions 

The Senior Deputy Comptrollers for Midsize and Community Bank Supervision and for Large 
Bank Supervision (“Senior Deputy Comptrollers”) are primarily responsible for authorizing 
administrative actions necessary to accomplish supervisoiy objectives. They retain for all banks 
or individuals the authority to initiate, negotiate, execute, modify, or terminate enforcement 
actions undertaken to enforce the securities laws. 

To carry out this responsibility, the Senior Deputy Comptrollers appoint a Washington 
Supervisoiy Review Committee (WSRC). The WSRC will consider referrals made by 
supervisory or enforcement staff and recommend appropriate securities enforcement action to the 
appropriate Senior Deputy Comptroller. The director of the Securities and Corporate Practices 
Division (SCP) is a member of the WSRC for purposes of voting on securities enforcement 
actions. 

Support for Decision 

Decisions about whether to proceed with an enforcement action, and about the nature and 
severity of the action should be fully supported in decision memoranda by the agency’s 
enforcement staff or designee, and made a part of the bank’s permanent file. Individuals 
presenting cases to WSRC are responsible for preparing a presentation package that includes a 
memorandum summarizing the supervisory history, the facts in the current case, an objective 
analysis of the facts, enforcement action recommendations, and any other relevant issues. In 
addition, enforcement documents should contain clear statements regarding any prohibited or 
restricted acUvities, remedial measures to be taken, and the time in which the bank, its board of 
directors, or management must act. The documents should clearly state what action is expected 
of those parties subject to the terms of the document. If a decision to initiate a formal 
enforcement action is made, the appropriate supervisory office is responsible for reporting the 
action in Examiner View (EV). 

Each party or individual charged with responsibility under this policy shall ensure that 
appropriate procedures are established to ensure that the OCC’s enforcement policies are applied 
promptly, fairly, and consistently. 

Termination of Enforcement Actions 

The OCC may terminate or modify a securities enforcement action brought under the federal 
securities laws or the federal banking laws, if, in the judgment of the appropriate Senior Deputy 
Comptroller such action is deemed appropriate. The decision to terminate or modify an action 
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must be supported by fbll and sustained compliance with the enforcement action in place. In 
addition, such actions should be fully supported in decision memoranda prepared by the agency’s 
enforcement staff or designee and made a part of the bank’s permanent file. The appropriate 
supervisory office is responsible for reporting the decision to terminate or modify an action in 
EV. 

Securities enforcement actions brought under the federal securities laws or the banking laws 
result either in sanctions that are self-executing, such as censures, are of a limited duration, such 
as suspensions for periods of less than one year, or are of an ongoing nature, such as the 
imposition of continuing obligations to institute affirmative remedial or corrective measures, or 
obligations to refrain from certain activities. In cases resulting in ongoing sanctions or limitations 
of activities, the OCC may provide relief from certain continuing obligations (e.g., by granting 
permission to re-enter the securities business, with certain conditions, to persons previously 
barred), if requested. The OCC will consider such requests on a case-by-case basis, in light of all 
relevant circumstances. Termination of actions resulting in seif-executing sanctions, however, is 
not appropriate. 

Referrals to Other Agencies 

The OCC makes referrals as appropriate to the SEC and other regulatory agencies, and 
cooperates with such agency’s investigation and prosecution. The OCC will also provide the 
SEC or other regulatory agency with access to relevant information collected and maintained by 
the OCC in appropriate situations, provided that such agency agrees to maintain appropriate 
confidentiality with regard to any relevant OCC information. 

Similarly, the OCC receives referrals from the SEC and other federal authorities of possible 
violations of the federal securities laws that fall under the OCC’s jurisdiction. In the event of 
such a referral, the OCC shall take all necessary steps to maintain appropriate confidentiality 
with regard to the information forwarded. 


PUBLIC DISCLOSURE OF ENFORCEMENT ACTIONS 

Administrative enforcement actions initiated in accordance with this issuance are made public at 
their inception, unless the Comptroller, in his or her discretion, determines it is in the public 
interest that such proceeding be private. Thus, a Notice of Charges or a Notice of Assessment of 
Civil Money Penalty with respect to a securities violation is public as of its filing. This approach 
is consistent with the practice of other agencies charged with enforcing federal securities laws. 

Pursuant to 12 USC 1818{u), hearings on the record with respect to a notice of charges issued by 
the OCC in a banking enforcement action pursuant to 1 2 USC 1818 shall be open to the public, 
unless the Comptroller, in his or her discretion, determines that holding an open hearing would 
be contrary to the public interest. In addition, the OCC is required to publicize and make 
available to the public any final order or formal agreement issued with respect to any 
administrative enforcement proceeding initiated under 12 USC 1818 or any other provision of 
law, as well as any modification and/or termination of such orders or formal agreements. The 
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OCC must also disclose any final Prompt Corrective Action directives under 12 USC 1831o or 
safety and soundness orders issued pursuant to 12 USC i83lp-i. Under certain very limited 
circumstances, mandatory disclosure may be delayed for a reasonable period of time. 

The OCC’s Communications Division publishes a list of enforcement actions monthly that 
includes the name of the individual or bank involved, the type of action, and the date of the 
action. The Communieations Division maintains a file of all final formal enforcement actions 
and provides copies of these documents upon request. 

Nothing contained above is intended to relieve a bank of its independent obligations to make 
required disclosures under the various securities laws and related regulations. 

Please direct questions or comments to the director for Securities and Corporate Practices 
Division at (202) 874-5210, or to Large Bank Supervision at (202) 874-4890, or to Midsize and 
Community Bank Supervision at (202) 874-5020, 


Michael L. Brosnan 

Senior Deputy Comptroller, Large Bank Supervision 



Jennifer C. Kell; 
Senior Deputy 


'mptroller. Midsize and Community Bank Supervision 
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MEMORANDUM 


Comptroller of the Currency 

Administrator of National Banks LBS 2005 - 01 


Large Bank Supervision 
Washington, DC 20219 


To: 

Large Bank Examiners 

From: 

Grace E. Dailey, Joseph H. Evers, Delora Ng Jee 
Deputy Comptrollers, Large Bank Supervision 

Date: 

August 8, 2005 

Subject: 

Matters Requiring Attention (MRAs) 


This memorandum is to ensure our philosophy and practices with respect 
to Matters Requiring Attention (MRAs) are understood and consistent. 
MRA's are conditions or issues that we expect management to change or 
correct. To be consistent with principies contained in the Large Bank 
Supervision Handbook, MRAs include practices that: 

• Deviate from sound governance, internal control and risk 
management principles which may adversely impact the bank’s 
earnings or capital, risk profile, or reputation if not addressed. 

Or 

• Result in substantive noncompliance with: 

o laws and regulations 
o internal policies, controis or processes 
o OCC supervisory guidance, or 

o supervisory conditions imposed in interpretive letter or licensing 
approvals 

Going forward, it is our practice to include weaknesses meeting the above 
criteria as a MRA in a Report of Examination or other supervisory 
communication to a large bank when discovered. This includes 


PSf-OCC-27-000188 





1302 


documenting MRAs in Supervisory Information Systems for Large Banks 
(SIS LB). Examiners should not defer listing these weaknesses as MRAs, 
pending bank management’s effort to address such. Nor should we 
employ a graduated process where we first address an issue meeting the 
MRA criteria as a recommendation, then, if not addressed, as a MRA. 

Going forward, examiner recommendations should be clearly distinguished 
from MRAs. In this regard, recommendations do not require follow-up by 
OCC examiners or spec'tfic action by bank management, whereas MRAs 
are Issues that require action by bank management. As recommendations 
do not require specific action and follow-up by bank management or 
examiners, they should not be included in SIS LB. 

When composing, documenting and tracking MRAs in SIS LB the examiner 
should provide specific details regarding; 

• description of MRA 

• contributing factors or root cause to the MRA 

• description of management actions taken and/or planned to correct or 
address the MRA 

• time frame and person(s) responsible for corrective action 

• final resolution of MRA including date cleared 

To be preventative and effective in our supervision, it is important when 
discussing MRAs that we are very clear with bank management and, as 
necessary, the Board of Directors as to our supervisory concerns and 
expectations. You should impress upon large banks that it is their 
responsibility to ensure remedial actions with regard to MRAs are effective 
and implemented within a reasonable period of time. This means that each 
large bank should have a process for following up on MRAs. Likewise, we 
should include in individual large bank strategies plans to follow up on 
MRAs. 

Please contact the Large Bank Deputy Comptrollers with any questions 
pertaining to MRAs. 


-2- 
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APPENDIX 


December 15,2005 


LBEICs. 

This is to provide clarification on the MRA guidance (LBS 2005-01). The correct 
interpretation of the guidance is as follows: MRA's are the only items that should 
require bank follow-up actions and should be communicated to the bank via 
supen/isoty letter or ROE. These issues should be included and tracked in SIS-LB 
until they are resolved. Under this interpretation Recommendations, if any, may still be 
included In an official communication to the bank but EIC should not require the 
bank to respond with corrective action nor should the issues be included/tracked in 
SIS-LB. 


Thanks, 


Oelora, Grace and Joe 
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